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Abstract 
During the current period of heightened educational reform, schools nation-wide and 
internationally have reacted to ever-increasing demands to improve educational 
standards and student learning outcomes. Literacy education is at the forefront of this 
improvement agenda. The growing complexities of pedagogical change and regimes 
of compliance and accountability mean that schools have reacted in varying ways to 
enact literacy policy.  This thesis seeks to answer the following research question: 
What are teachers’ reported understandings of literacy, and their experiences in 
enacting a ‘whole-school common language approach’ to literacy across the 
curriculum in one metropolitan Preparatory to Year 12 state college? One 
Queensland Preparatory to Year 12 (P-12) state school was the case study site for a 
practitioner-based inquiry. The purpose of the study was to explore teachers’ 
understandings of literacy and their reported experiences in enacting the ‘whole-
school common language approach’ to literacy, including their self-reported 
commitments, successes, challenges and limitations.  
Through offering a practitioner-based inquiry from the researcher’s own 
perspective, as a worker on the ‘frontline’ of literacy policy enactment at this P-12 
College, this study provides a valuable and original contribution. The focus of 
Sunnydale’s whole-school ‘common language’ approach emerged from a 
practitioner-led, strategic committee response to meeting literacy needs across the 
school. This study attends to a gap in the research, by providing an example of 
whole-school literacy programs within a P-12 context. A lack of teacher perspectives 
in research into literacy teaching practice and literacy policy enactment is also 
addressed, as the study provides a space for teacher voice.  
 Critical Discourse Analysis was conducted on the College’s guiding literacy 
documents in order to identify the school’s official commitments to literacy 
education, as well as the gaps and silences.  This was one of three data collection 
phases of the research project. In conjunction with the document analysis, a whole-
school survey of teachers was conducted, followed by individual semi-structured 
teacher interviews about their understandings, reported views and different 
experiences of enacting the whole-school literacy approach.  
iv Exploring the Enactment of a Whole-School P-12 Common Language Approach to Literacy 
 The findings suggest that while a variety of complex factors were involved in 
such an approach, the data demonstrated particular consistencies and agreements in 
the school’s prioritisation of and commitments to literacy. However, disagreements 
and contestations concerning different definitions, understandings and approaches to 
literacy adopted by teachers, and the many challenges surrounding a whole-school, 
cross-curriculum implementation were also identified. 
 These findings will contribute to the future work of the school’s Strategic 
Literacy Committee, benefiting the teachers and students of the College, as well as 
informing the practices of literacy educators, school administrators and policy-
makers in the wider field of education. This work is crucial in the current education 
environment when literacy is, purportedly, everyone’s business.    
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
During the current period of heightened educational reform, schools nation-
wide and indeed internationally have reacted to the growing complexities of 
pedagogical change. Schools have been forced to respond to external pressures of 
standardised testing and regimes of accountability and compliance in order to meet 
ever-increasing demands of improved educational standards and student learning 
outcomes. Literacy and literacy education has been, and continues to be, at the 
forefront of this improvement agenda within education. 
  This introductory chapter outlines the background, current literacy climate 
and motivation for the study, with a consideration of the opportunities, tensions and 
contradictions that I face as a teacher at the present time. I explain the purpose of the 
study, including a definition of the term ‘enactment’ and how and why it is used 
here. Next I detail the case study site and explain how I am positioned as both 
practitioner and researcher. My current position as chair of the Literacy Strategic 
Committee at Sunnydale State College1 is briefly discussed. The significance and 
scope of the research and an overview of the research design and methodology 
follows. Finally, I provide an outline of the remaining chapters of the thesis. 
The focus of this study was on one Queensland Preparatory to Year 12 
metropolitan state college as a case study site for a practitioner-based inquiry. In the 
following chapters I report on how I explored what were the teachers’ reported 
understandings of literacy, and their experiences in enacting a whole-school common 
language approach to literacy. The impetus for the project emerged from the tensions 
that I observed in my own teaching and within my own school at Sunnydale, in 
which I sought to better understand the complexities involved in our whole-school 
approach to literacy. I hope this study will go onto have relevance to the teachers and 
students of my College, as well as informing the practices of classroom teachers, 
literacy educators, school administrators and policy-makers in the wider field of 
education. However, first here, I will contextualise the project, further explaining the 
background of this Master’s thesis and how it emerged. 
                                                 
 
1 Sunnydale State College is a pseudonym. 
 Chapter 1: Introduction 15 
 
  
1.1 Background 
 For some time now, research has concluded that literacy is “the cornerstone 
of student achievement” (Wise, 2009, p. 373) in education. More recently Key 
findings from a 2013-2014 United States study by the National Center for Literacy 
Education (NCLE) reaffirmed that “literacy is not just the English teacher’s job 
anymore” (p. 7), and that systematic change needs to occur to help schools build 
capacity for improving literacy standards. Current capabilities identified in countries 
such as Australia (ACARA, 2015), emphasise the need for explicit improvement in 
literacy and numeracy (MCEETYA ‘Melbourne Declaration’, 2008, p. 5). Yet, how 
schools go about achieving this literacy reform varies widely. 
  Responses to such literacy accountability pressures, both nationally and 
internationally, continue to cause debate and a range of programs, such as whole-
school programs, disciplinary literacy and disciplinary-based programs, multi-
literacies theory and multiliteracies pedagogy, and those with an age group focus, 
such as literacy in the middle years,  has proliferated. While educators’ views may 
differ concerning the best approach, there exists a consensus on the importance of 
literacy (in its varied forms), and on the need for collaboration between teachers and 
researchers to better develop innovations in classroom practice to meet the diverse 
literacy needs of students today and for tomorrow. 
  Literacy is understood to play an essential role in young people becoming 
successful, active participants in modern day society (ACARA, 2015; MCEETYA 
‘Melbourne Declaration’, 2008; NCLE, 2014; Snyder, 2008; UNESCO, 2005; Wise, 
2009). However, schools continue to struggle with literacy policy implementation, 
rising literacy standards and competing educational agendas. Literacy performance is 
also considered a measure of school success and schools have become increasingly 
more accountable and comparable through external standardised testing. Even in my 
relatively short teaching career, I have found that the forever changing literacy 
landscape in education has significantly affected my everyday pedagogical practices.  
  At my current school, Sunnydale State College, I have had the opportunity to 
work with others to develop literacy pedagogy at the whole school level. The school 
established a unique structure of committees in 2009 to inform the strategic 
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improvement agenda of the College from Preparatory level to Year 12 (P-12). When 
I joined the school in 2013, 12 strategic committees already existed, made up of 
teaching and non-teaching staff in the College (who volunteer for a certain 
committee), to guide and shape school improvement. Literacy was, and still is, a 
central committee, with a whole-school focus. However, it soon became apparent to 
me that although this structure existed, our school still did not have a common 
approach across our College in how we ‘enacted’ literacy. This is significant 
because, as Newmann, Smith, Allensworth and Bryk (2001) demonstrate, the success 
of school programs is dependent on coherent enactment taking into account school 
context. 
  In 2013, as newly elected secretary of the committee, and working closely 
with the Committee Chair, I was confronted with the sheer volume and variety of the 
many unrelated, unsustainable and almost ‘piecemeal’ approaches to literacy that 
existed at the school. There were myriad of programs and foci differing across year 
level, across discipline area and across our sub-schools in the Junior, Middle and 
Senior years. A chief goal of our Strategic Action Plan that year was to devise a 
better organisational resource or program to guide literacy instruction and 
implementation across the College. Additional aims included the need to better 
foreground the skill areas upon which we wanted to focus as a whole school, and to 
better support teachers to locate, use and adapt the collection of excellent resources 
already created and collated by previous committees.  
  With this goal in mind, our Committee developed a resource to help establish 
a whole-school approach. We created a ‘Literacy Placemat’ – a double-sided, A4, 
electronic ‘living’ document (see Appendix A). A previous ‘Reading Placemat’ 
resource had been successfully used as a reference in our Junior School, and was a 
‘one-stop-shop’ for all primary teachers to scaffold their reading instruction and 
implement consistent strategies across the Junior School. Therefore, a similar 
approach was adopted with the purpose of achieving consistency in general literacy 
classroom practices and a ‘common language’ across the whole school P-12. The 
placemat served two purposes – both as a ‘common language’ reference guide and an 
easily accessible depository of our school’s key literacy resources (which previously 
lived in a confusing collection of files on the school common drive) with hyperlinks 
directly to relevant resources.  
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  It is important to discuss further here what is meant by a ‘common language’. 
An assumption was made within our school and also within the Sunnydale Literacy 
Committee, that a ‘common language’ approach would be meaningful and beneficial 
to our College. Because Sunnydale is a Preparatory to Year 12 school, an assumption 
was made that a common language would be a good thing, as potentially students 
could progress through all their years of schooling (or at least a majority of their 
formative years) in the one place, within our school. It stood to reason then that using 
a common language to talk about literacy across the P-12 College would be highly 
beneficial, to staff, to students and to the College as a whole. The rationale for this 
was to promote a consistent approach to literacy through a consistent language 
intended to be used firstly by the teachers to talk about literacy with students and to 
teach literacy, then intended for use by students themselves. What emerged was 
more of a common ‘professional’ language, concerned mainly with a metalanguage 
to talk about literacy pedagogy and related strategies, rather than literacy as a 
phenomenon itself. However, the prioritisation of common language within the 
school to talk about literacy proved to be the driving component of the whole-school 
approach to literacy, which was presented to the College in the form of an overview 
document – known as the ‘Literacy Placemat’.  
  The Literacy Placemat was drafted and revised by the Literacy Committee 
before it was trialled by Committee members and approved by the school Executive 
staff for school-wide implementation. A teacher-led professional development 
session followed for the teaching staff across the entire College in how to use the 
resource, along with an offer of ongoing support.  
  As stated on the placemat titled A Common Language Approach to Literacy 
(Literacy Committee, 2013) included as Appendix A, its primary goal was: 
… to develop a whole-school approach to literacy that extends from Prep to 
Year 12. All students will develop and build a skill set that will better equip 
them to improve their academic results and enhance their life choices. Key 
literacy skills that most effectively support student learning across all year 
levels and subjects are: 
 Spelling Skills; 
 Proofreading and Editing Skills; 
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 Consistent Practices and Language for a range of P-12 Literacy 
Strategies. (p. 1) 
The placemat articulates the promotion of these skills across the entire P-12 College, 
and provides an overview of this Common Language Approach to Literacy at 
Sunnydale.  
  In the creation of this document, various choices were made about what 
programs and frameworks were to be adopted across the whole school, and what was 
expected practice for all teachers. For example, the Question Answer Relationship 
(QAR) framework was the agreed-upon comprehension framework that our school 
was to adopt across P-12 for reading comprehension. Successful existing strategies 
(such as the use of the strategy and mnemonic of Point, Example and Evidence, 
Explain and Elaborate, then Link – known as PEEL – in guided writing) were 
emphasised and included. Based on school data from external standardised testing 
(including National Assessment Program: Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) and 
Year 12 Queensland Core Skills Test (QCS Test) results), students’ writing and poor 
proofreading and editing skills had become a priority. Consequently, the skill of 
editing was also made explicit, with a new editing manual guide becoming 
compulsory for usage from Prep to Year 12, and was linked via the placemat. Thus, a 
‘common language’ was born. 
  The terms ‘common language’ and the titular ‘common language approach’ 
and how they are applied in this study encompass a range of meanings. Firstly, as a 
phrase used widely by our College Executive Principal at the time, it referred to a 
need for consistency and uniformity in the pedagogical practices of all teachers 
across the College. For literacy to be a whole College priority (as it is “everyone’s 
business”) and for improvement to be made, all teachers needed to be ‘on the same 
page’. It was our job as members of the Literacy Strategic Committee to make 
literacy prioritisation explicit. 
  Secondly, the phrase ‘common language’ was used as parlance for our 
school’s new common literacy framework which was ‘universal’ (here taken to mean 
common and applicable to all) to all teachers. For a consistent and uniform approach 
to be effective we needed a shared, universal framework. This common, school-wide 
framework needed to unite teachers’ everyday classroom strategies, with the school’s 
key resources and the data-driven literacy improvement agenda priorities. Such a 
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process was integral to our whole school’s strategic progress in improving student 
literacy achievement standards. From the placemat resource, a ‘common language 
approach’ was established. All staff were required to use the resource and to 
implement the whole-school literacy framework, using the agreed-upon strategies 
and resources, easily accessible from the placemat.     
  Thirdly, the ‘common language approach’ was the first step made by our 
school in trying to enact literacy policy and create an agreed upon ‘metalanguage’ for 
literacy instruction across P-12. In this instance, ‘metalanguage’ here is defined as a 
language to talk about language (Torrance & Olson, 1987). The work of Geoghegan, 
O’Neill and Petersen (2013) on the impact of metalanguage and teacher talk on 
explicit literacy teaching instruction is one study amongst others (Torrance & Olson, 
1987; Watson, 2001) which highlights the importance and need for a common 
pedagogical metalanguage to improve literacy standards. The development of a 
metalanguage in the successful acquisition of literacy has long been supported, yet 
how schools adopt an agreed-upon, whole-school metalanguage themselves, 
especially in a wide P-12 context, remains unclear. For Sunnydale, the ‘common 
language approach’ was a framework designed to universalise literacy instruction 
through a committed P-12 program across the whole school. 
  Finally, there is a recent trend in Australia with many schools seeking to 
adopt whole-school approaches to literacy to meet the demands of literacy policy and 
reform. Our ‘common language approach’ was our school’s answer to a whole-
school framework for literacy. The work of Crevola and Hill (1998) for instance, in 
evaluating whole-school approaches to early literacy intervention informs this study 
and is further elaborated upon in Chapter 2, Section 2.5.3, which helps to define the 
concept of a ‘whole-school approach’ as it is used in this study. 
1.2 The Current Literacy Climate  
Literacy currently remains at the forefront of pedagogical concerns nationally 
and globally for a variety of reasons. Freebody, Morgan, Comber and Nixon (2014) 
propose these questions – “Why literacy again? Why more on literacy? After all this 
time, how can literacy education still be a concern?” (p. 3). In response they offer at 
least four important points to add further to the literacy debate, specifically in 
Australia, which will be discussed below. These concerns are shared internationally, 
and are part of a wider phenomenon of current global reform relating to increasing 
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literacy standards, including new literacy demands and curriculum change, resulting 
in a current literacy climate of many tensions in a state of continual flux.  
‘Literacy is (purportedly) everyone’s business’ and is a current global 
education priority for four reasons. Firstly, the changing modes, platforms and uses 
of literacy mean that we need further refinement and expansion of definitions of 
literacy and what successful literate practices encompass. Secondly, the changing 
demographics and needs of a new generation of diverse learners (in Australia and in 
many countries around the world) have resulted in the need for literacy education to 
be differentiated more than ever before. Thirdly, educators continue to face increased 
complexity in the level of accountability placed on them in response to rising 
pressures of standardised assessment, rapid curriculum change and teacher 
accreditation requirements. Lastly, there is an impetus to further ongoing 
development of theoretical and empirical research into literacy and literacy education 
(Freebody, Morgan, Comber & Nixon, 2014).  
Perhaps the complexity of this challenge is best summed up in a recent 
response to the statement made in curriculum documents in the United States that 
“All teachers are literacy teachers under common core” (Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development (ASCD), April 17, 2013). Gillis (2014) questions this 
paradigm, “Not again. We can’t go back there!” (p. 614). The problem with the view 
from ASCD is the perpetuation of resistance by disciplinary and non-literacy 
specialist teachers in not taking responsibility for explicit literacy instruction in their 
classroom. This opposition to past literacy pedagogy practices perceived as 
ineffective seems almost contradictory to the whole-school ‘common language 
approach’ at the core of this study. However, Gillis goes on to assert that according 
to the theory of disciplinary literacy, all teachers are not in fact literacy or reading 
teachers, but instead affirms that rather than continue to ignore the subject-specific 
literacy learning needs of their students, they should “adapt” literacy instruction 
“strategies”. The key to this realisation for Gillis (2014) was in her perceptions and 
understandings of literacy and her own teacher identity; it was in how “[she] 
envisioned literacy instruction in [her] classroom” (p. 614). Her understanding of 
literacy needed to change before she could see the power of implementing 
appropriate disciplinary literacy teaching practices herself. Therefore, my study seeks 
to not only explore teachers’ different experiences of enacting the whole-school 
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‘common language approach’ to literacy, but also seeks to explore the teachers’ self-
reported understandings and beliefs about literacy, as such understandings 
fundamentally shape teachers’ attitudes, commitments and practices.  
The work of Moje (2007, 2008) foregrounds the need for disciplinary literacy 
teaching, in answer to increasing calls for secondary subject area teachers to take up 
the literacy mantel. Moje (2008) asks “What does literacy instruction do for learning 
in the subject areas? Moreover, what does it really mean to integrate literacy 
instruction with those areas? What does it mean for teachers? What does it mean for 
schools? And what does it mean for the young people who are the targets of such 
instruction?” (p. 96). There is a need for a much more complex view of disciplinary 
literacy instruction (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008) than this mantra of everybody as a 
teacher of literacy. Rather, secondary specialists need to become teachers of subject-
specific literacies, as well as those common across subject areas. Continuing on, 
there is also a need for working definitions of literacy to be open-textured to fully 
encompass the weight of the multiple and complex realities of teachers’ and 
students’ lives (Freebody, Morgan, Comber & Nixon, 2014). Similarly, Freebody 
(2007) has articulated that:  
There is no ‘neutral space’ in which literacy can be generically defined for all 
practical purposes. The term literacy has various histories of use... More 
recently the pressure has been on to produce not just research-amenable 
versions of literacy but also policy-amenable versions – abstract, portable, 
and comprehensively measurable. (p. 12) 
Thus the current literacy climate is one of many tensions that educators must 
continue to navigate in this era of compliance, accountability and reform. It is from 
such a turbulent climate that the motivation for this study emerged.  The theoretical 
and research trends that surround literacy will be discussed in Chapter 2, as well as 
the theoretical and practical underpinnings of defining the term ‘literacy’ in Section 
2.2.2 specifically. 
1.3 Motivation for the Study, Tensions and Contradictions 
This case study was conducted at Sunnydale State College. The core purpose 
of this research project was to explore teachers’ understandings of literacy and the 
whole-school literacy framework titled A Common Language Approach to Literacy, 
and the teachers’ experiences enacting the ‘common language approach’. This 
22 Chapter 1: Introduction 
literacy framework was, to some extent, put in place to combat teacher attitudes to a 
whole-school improvement agenda, with the goal of unifying shared literacy 
strategies across the curriculum and specialised content area classrooms, while also 
establishing an explicit ‘common language’ across the College from P-12. 
The creation of a whole-school literacy framework at Sunnydale State 
College was in part a reaction to the growing accountability tensions of standardised 
assessment.  In establishing a common language literacy framework from P-12 it was 
hoped that it would allow teachers to develop and build students’ literacy skills 
through a unified common framework, and assist in National Assessment Program – 
Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) and Queensland Core Skills (QCS) test 
preparation. Yet, the success of such a program though still principally lies with 
teachers. Freedman and Carver (2007) assert that “it is now widely accepted that 
teachers’ personally held beliefs and values help to guide their teaching practices” (p. 
656). To support this “continual improvement through aligned effort” (Masters, 
2012), the alignment of teacher identity, motivation, commitments, understandings 
and beliefs, in relation to literacy and their own literacy teaching practices, are 
essential.  
In my teaching career so far, I have had the privilege to work in two schools 
with students enrolled from grades Preparatory to Year 12, but in very different 
contexts. The first in a small, rural remote P-12 school in north-west Queensland, 
with a student population of 170; the second, my current school, in a large 
metropolitan P-12 state college with approximately 2300 students in Brisbane. In 
both schools I took on additional roles beyond that of my duties as a classroom 
English teacher, and involved myself in curriculum development, planning for and 
supporting literacy strategies, and developing whole-school professional literacy 
frameworks across the curriculum. Not satisfied with simply improving my own 
literacy pedagogical practices, I wanted to make a contribution to the wider school 
improvement agenda and work towards consistency in literacy teaching to support all 
students and all staff.    
Hence I took on the role of secretary of the College Literacy Strategic 
Committee in 2013 when I started at Sunnydale. In 2014 I accepted the role of 
Committee Chair after being nominated and elected. This is part of the school’s 
strategic vision, in which it is compulsory for all staff to be active members of one of 
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a range of committees. These committees inform the decisions made by school 
executive. My intention was not only to continue the work already established in the 
College and by past committees, but to also better conceptualise a whole-school 
framework and a common language for use across the P-12 College. I believe that P-
12 schools offer valuable sites for teacher collaboration across the curriculum in 
Junior, Middle and Senior and that there are greater opportunities to fully realise this 
potential in a P-12 context. However, my own pedagogical beliefs were soon to be 
questioned, as I realised that it was not possible to address these issues without an 
examination of the programs and frameworks put in place to address literacy policy 
reform and enactment, and the understandings and commitment of staff towards 
them.  
In addressing similar dilemmas, Whitehead and Lomax (1987) see 
practitioners or teachers-as-researchers as “living contradictions” (p. 183) 
themselves. They seek to replace traditional theories of pedagogical practice based 
on a more theoretical and political standpoint, advocating for a more emancipatory 
approach in favour of “a living form of educational theory… a process theory that 
offers a moving perspective on educational events” (Whitehead & Lomax, 1987, pp. 
175-176). Other educational researchers, including for example, Campbell (2007, 
2013), Cochran-Smith and Lytle (2009), McLaughlin and Talbert (2006), as well as 
Murray and Lawrence (2000), wish to raise the status of professional practice and see 
practitioner inquiry as a legitimate and powerful means to inform pedagogical 
research, knowledge and inquiry, which is what I sought to do in my own school. 
Therefore, I adopted a critical practitioner inquiry approach for the purpose of this 
case study. 
Sometimes practitioners’ voices have been given greater legitimacy and 
validity in the field of education, and more specifically literacy education research. 
Practitioner inquiry (Campbell, 2013; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2006, 2009; Cochran-
Smith & Power, 2010; Commeyras & DeGroff, 1998; Ginns, Heirdsfield, Atweh, & 
Watters, 2001; Murray & Lawrence, 2000; Whitehead & Lomax, 1987) is seen to be 
a useful method for exploring the tensions and contestations within schools and to 
bring teachers’ voices to policy debates about schooling. Whitehead and Lomax 
(1987) see this contradiction within the teacher’s self as the source of inquiry itself, 
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providing the incentive for practitioners to seek ways of exploring, understanding, 
questioning and resolving this through reflective and critical practitioner inquiry.  
Tensions and contradictions became evident between my own idealised goals 
and preferred practice with that of the competing agendas forced upon us. This 
included the external pressures and demands from ‘without’, such as increasing 
accountability to new curriculum change and the demands of standardised testing, to 
meeting school improvement agendas from ‘within’. At times the number of 
competing demands seemed insurmountable. These included: 
 Addressing the new content demands of the Australian Curriculum, with 
mandatory NAPLAN-style explicit instruction and preparation; 
 Addressing the data-driven targets and intervention support for students’ with 
specific literacy learning needs; 
 Juggling policy demands, school demands and parent demands; 
 All the while trying to engage my students in worthwhile, purposeful learning. 
It is in the face of such competing interests and tensions that this whole-school, 
‘common language approach’ developed. In our school we believe that literacy is 
indeed everyone’s business; but what does that actually mean? What does it look 
like in practice? And what relevance does this P-12 case study have in the 
broader literacy field? This study explores such questions, including whether or 
not literacy actually is everyone’s business at Sunnydale? 
The tensions myself and my colleagues face on a day-to-day basis on the 
“frontline” (Griffith & Smith, 2014) in teaching literacy in our classrooms further 
compounded the contradictions which emerged in my own values and in the 
practices I saw. I draw on this repeatedly throughout my project, and this became 
somewhat of a mantra for me. Griffith and Smith (2014) collected a range of 
institutional ethnographic studies examining how new managerial governance 
practices impact upon the work of people on the “front-line” of public sectors, 
including education, health, social services and so forth, drawing on research from 
the USA, Canada, Australia and Denmark. Their use of the term “front-line”, while it 
has militaristic connotations, proved integral to my study, as it encompasses the 
somewhat ‘messy, nitty-gritty’ and intricate business of professionals who work with 
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people on a day-to-day basis and their complex and unique interactions – such as in 
the field of education, what goes on in schools and classrooms every day.    
I will go onto explain the importance of defining ‘policy enactment’ drawing 
heavily on the work of Ball, Maguire and Braun (2012) (in the next Section 1.4), as 
part of my adoption of a practitioner-based inquirer. My perspective of a ‘frontline 
practitioner’ was integral to my shaping of this study. Both Griffith and Smith (2014) 
and Snyder (2008) have adopted this term, as I have here in my own study, to 
describe the work of teachers like myself on the ‘frontline of this battlefield’ of 
literacy teaching and policy enactment. Snyder (2008) describes the ‘literacy wars’ in 
Australia as the “result of competing views and beliefs about society – what it is, 
what is has been and what it should become” (p. 221). I now subscribe to a similar 
goal for literacy education which Snyder (2008) articulates clearly: “to develop 
responsible citizens with a highly developed capacity for critical thinking [and] to 
provide opportunities for children, constrained by class, race and ethnicity, to gain 
the literacy skills and knowledge required for post-school work and life” (p. 223). 
However, perhaps other teachers at my school did not understand literacy in the same 
way.  
A fundamental contradiction also existed between my goal to make literacy 
an explicit priority in my lessons, while providing opportunities for all of my 
students to become successful and literate, with resistance from my colleagues from 
other disciplines beyond the English faculty. I struggled with the competing interests 
of our school’s data-driven improvement agenda and with the new curriculum 
demands. I struggled with using one comprehension strategy or writing process in 
my class with my students, only to see them go to their next class and be taught 
‘literacy’ as something completely different or not at all! There existed a fragmented, 
multiplicity of programs, frameworks and initiatives that at the same time had similar 
goals of student improvement but also were superseded or in opposition to each 
other. I was faced then with the task as head of the Literacy Committee to help guide 
our whole school’s approach to literacy, taking into consideration all of these 
competing factors and tensions and the work completed by committees for years 
beforehand… What was I to do? Therefore, as a practitioner and researcher, I 
experienced such tensions and contradictions in my own literacy beliefs and the 
literacy teaching practices of my school, and sought to ask the question myself: 
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Where are we really in how we do literacy at Sunnydale State College? And thus, 
this study emerged. 
1.4 Purpose of the Study and Defining ‘Enactment’  
For the purpose of this study, the term ‘enactment’ is used instead of 
‘implementation’ to more adequately describe how teachers deal with the ever-
expanding state of constant change and the inexorable number of literacy reforms 
and  initiatives making demands of schools, teachers, administrators and of students. 
How teachers are interpreting policy and translating it into practice (in real 
conditions but with varying resources) adheres to the term ‘enact’ rather than 
‘implement’ (Ball, 1993, 2011; Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012). It seems there is 
forever a set of new challenges, demands and changes to be ‘implemented and 
enacted’ by schools. But precisely how do schools do this? What do teachers think of 
these reforms and initiatives? How are these policies interpreted, moulded, adapted, 
modified and put into practice? What does this ‘enactment’ actually look like? What 
exactly is going on in schools? 
 Ball, Maguire and Braun (2012) put forward a persuasive case that a great 
deal of attention in research has gone into evaluating ‘how well’ policies are realised 
into practice, but “less attention has been paid to understanding how schools actually 
deal with these multiple, and sometimes contradictory, policy demands” (p. iii). It is 
precisely the how which this study seeks to find out. The aim of this practitioner 
inquiry is to provide insight from a P-12 context by exploring exactly how different 
teachers from this one school site report putting into practice and enacting a whole-
school approach to literacy. As Ball, Maguire and Braun’s (2012) work offers an 
original analysis of how schools and teachers do policy, this study offers an original 
P-12 case study of how Sunnydale State College and its teachers report doing 
literacy. 
1.5 Case Study Site and Context 
I conducted my research at my current school of Sunnydale State College, a 
P-12 state school located in metropolitan Brisbane, Queensland. The high school was 
opened in 1963, but the State College commenced operation in 2002 as a result of 
merging the state primary school with the high school on the same campus (with the 
two sites previously separated only by a road). The three-tiered College caters for the 
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developmental needs of students from Preparatory to Year 12 across the three sub-
schools: 
 Junior School Prep – Year 5 
 Middle School Years 6 – 9 
 Senior School Years 10 – 12.  
Sunnydale State College has an explicit focus on “excellence in all areas of 
education”. There are approximately 2300 students currently across the College from 
Prep to Year 12, with approximately 150 teaching staff. The student population is 
diverse and given the metropolitan location, students travel from beyond the local 
school catchment area to participate in the various excellence programs exclusively 
on offer. The College mission statement reflects a committed and collaborative 
approach to excellence in teaching and learning, and the College’s values shape the 
future direction of the school and community. Further to this, the institution’s vision 
and values are reflected in the strategic direction of the College which is informed by 
a number of strategic committees. As the focus of this study is the school’s ‘Whole-
School Common Language Approach to Literacy’ (which is a product of the Literacy 
Strategic Committee), an understanding of the committee structure and the integral 
role it plays in the school’s development is essential. 
The unique organisational structure of the strategic committees at Sunnydale 
both enhances and fundamentally shapes the College’s improvement agenda, and 
indeed equally drives and influences progress. The committees emerged from a 
process which began in 2009. A Triennial School Review was tasked to develop a 
sense of how to enhance the P-12 partnerships and pathways to better maximise the 
achievement of Sunnydale students. In 2010 a new principal instigated a review, 
through a teaching and learning audit, focus groups and College-wide SWOT 
(strength, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) analysis. Then a new vision and revised 
values emerged, as did new strategic and management structures. In 2011 the 
strategic committees were fully established, beginning with 16 committees, 
comprised of mainly staff, but also some students and parents. Their role was to 
design and carry out annual action plans, implement College-wide programs and 
frameworks, connect corporate and local programs, and refine current programs and 
practices within the school.  
28 Chapter 1: Introduction 
Refinement continued over the next few years along with recent 
developments in the College as part of the school’s Quadrennial School Review from 
2014-2017, as currently 12 committees exist to guide chief goals within the College. 
Based on the most recent review (in 2014), Sunnydale State College has the 
following strategic committees operating (current as of 2015): 
 Literacy 
 Numeracy 
 Thinking Skills 
 Information Technology 
 Sports Excellence 
 Academic Excellence 
 Arts Excellence 
 Teaching Excellence 
 Transitions (P-12) 
 Sustainability [Active Citizenship Education] 
 Student  and Staff Wellbeing 
 Workplace Health and Safety.  
Each committee meets several times during every term and works towards identified 
goals from the action plans they have developed. Literacy and promoting literate 
students has always been at the top of the school’s priorities, including embedding 
learning frameworks and structures from P-12 and across the sub-schools through a 
values-driven learning community with a focus on excellence. As stated previously, 
since my commencement at Sunnydale, I have adopted a lead role in the Literacy 
Strategic Committee from 2013 to currently, and it is from this position that I am 
ideally suited to carrying out a practitioner inquiry of literacy and literacy pedagogy 
practices in my school. 
1.6 Participant, Strategic Committee Chair and Researcher  
This study makes no claims about the generalisability of the data or the case’s 
representativeness. However, the reflexivity and relevance here lies in the study’s 
value as a unique case study based upon critical practitioner inquiry. The work of 
Simons (2009) and Merriam (1998) assert the strength of case study research. In 
addition to this, Hodkinson and Hodkinson (2001) argue strongly for the continuing 
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place that case study research has in education in their examination of the strengths 
and limitations of case study research. They say the value in case studies lies in their 
ability to generate new thinking, with the findings being able to be transferred 
beyond the original case study site and provide “provisional truths and ‘ring true’ in 
other similar settings” (Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2001, pp. 10-11). Case study 
research can also facilitate the exploration of “the unexpected, the unusual… the 
exceptional [as well as] the typical” (Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2001, pp. 4-5). I 
wanted to explore teachers’ different understandings and experiences. I wanted to 
investigate what we thought goes on and what actually happens in practice – the 
unexpected, the unusual, the exceptional and the typical – at Sunnydale in terms of 
our whole-school ‘common language approach’ to literacy.  
I noted earlier that my beginning teacher career has spanned two schools, 
both in P-12 contexts. Part of the motivation for this study grew out of my 
professional curiosity of different approaches to literacy from my dual role as 
classroom teacher and Committee Chair. I was fascinated to see literacy pedagogy 
put into practice across such a wide developmental scale, from Prep to Year 12, 
which is not always a common occurrence for educators. This was only made 
possible by my experience teaching in P-12 schools. I noted in my journal dated 20 
February, 2014, that:  
This is in part where my interest in literacy approaches across the curriculum 
and all phases of learning in P-12 schools has evolved from… Seeing my 
Junior School colleagues and how they ‘do’ literacy in prep, to the work in 
my staffroom in Senior English in year 12! Within my current role as Chair to 
our College’s P-12 Literacy Strategic Committee, I have enjoyed taking on a 
leadership role across our College to implement a whole-school common 
language approach to literacy… What I am also interested and invested in 
learning is how such literacy education is having an impact on current school 
improvement agendas, specifically with the current ever-increasing demands 
to improve educational standards, with an explicit emphasis on performance 
data and the external pressures of standardised testing (ie. NAPLAN). 
I have mentioned above the opportunity P-12 schools provide to view the full 
developmental scale of students from Prep to Year 12. However, I must problematise 
the concept of ‘development’ as it applies here. Addressing the idea of 
30 Chapter 1: Introduction 
‘development’ throughout this study became one of the fundamental points that 
remained un-problematised and unexplored throughout the project. Initially in the 
very early phases of this research project, I had (naively or ignorantly, or both) 
proposed that our whole-school approach at Sunnydale was in fact a ‘developmental 
model’ for literacy. However, with further research and an emerging research design, 
it soon became apparent that it this was not the case. So, the idea of development 
remains a substantial silence throughout this study, as it was also missing from the 
school’s design of their literacy approach. However, I will return to this in my final 
chapter to address and problematise this gap in my study, which potentially offers 
greater impetus for responding to my findings in the future and for further action at 
Sunnydale to investigate this notion of ‘development’ more thoroughly. 
My combined roles as participant, Literacy Strategic Committee Chair and 
researcher must be acknowledged here also, as well as the tensions that could 
potentially have arisen from the complexity and multiplicity of my collective 
responsibilities. This could have posed an ethical dilemma in my research (with 
measures put in place to address and minimise such ethical considerations), but is 
obviously an inescapable factor for all practitioner-based inquiries. Yet, practitioner 
inquiry provides education professionals scope to “systematically [i]nquire into their 
own institutional practices” (Murray & Lawrence, 2000, p. 10). In adopting 
practitioner inquiry, my aim was in part to ‘make the familiar strange’ (Erikson, 
1984) and embrace the notion of Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s (2009) “inquiry as 
stance”, as I will discuss in more detail in Section 3.3.2. 
Potentially, the data collected in this study can inform the continued strategic 
growth of Sunnydale State College, informing the school’s improvement agenda. All 
things considered, this study is an effort to explore and improve the literacy teaching 
practices across the College. It is hoped that my findings could be of potential benefit 
to the practices of classroom teachers, literacy educators, school administration 
officers and policy-makers too in the wider field of education, making an original 
contribution to the field at a crucial time in the current pedagogical climate when 
literacy is everyone’s business.    
1.7 Research Purpose  
  The purpose of my study was to explore the understandings, commitments, 
experiences and classroom literacy teaching practices of teachers in a metropolitan P-
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12 state college. Part of the impetus for this project early on was to provide a space 
to explore teacher voice, thus this practitioner inquiry emerged. But in broader terms 
my aim was to investigate these teachers’ use of a ‘common language’ literacy 
approach and their reported commitment to and enactment of explicit literacy 
teaching practices. In addition to this, my investigation aimed to explore teachers’ 
understandings about literacy, as well as their understandings of and commitment to 
the literacy framework, their self-reported experiences planning and delivering it, 
including their self-reported successes, challenges and limitations.  
The following overarching research question was proposed in relation to the 
planned case study: 
What are the teachers’ understandings of literacy and what are their 
experiences in enacting a whole-school common language approach 
to literacy across the curriculum in one metropolitan P-12 state 
college? 
The following research sub-questions further guided this study: 
1) What are the teachers’ understandings of "literacy"? 
2) What are the reported experiences of different teachers in 
enacting the whole-school common language approach to literacy, 
(including their self-reported commitments to it, and self-reported 
successes, challenges and limitations)? 
1.8 Research Design and Scope  
 The research design of this project was set firmly within the bounded unit of 
a case study (Merriam, 1998) in a large, metropolitan P-12 state college. This case 
study utilised multiple sources of data across multiple phases. First, document 
analysis of various artefacts integral to the school literacy framework was carried 
out. In addition to this, a whole-school staff survey was conducted inviting 
approximately 150 teaching staff from across the College to respond electronically 
and anonymously. This then informed the participant selection for my individual 
semi-structured interviews. The interview phase involved one-on-one, semi-
structured interviews of six participants. Furthermore, as stated the approach adopted 
here was that of a practitioner-based inquiry. However, the purpose of this study, 
beyond identifying teachers’ understandings of and experiences in enacting a whole-
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school approach to literacy at this case study site, was aimed at exploring teachers’ 
understandings of literacy itself. The research design is further elaborated upon in 
detail in Chapter 3.  
The scope of this research project can be contextualised within current global 
concerns for literacy and literacy education worldwide. The case study has broad 
relevance in offering one school’s attempt at creating a whole-school ‘common 
language approach’, in part as a way of putting policy into practice, and in part to 
address the need of growing inequity in literacy education and standards for all 
learners in “acquiring literacies of power” (Burns & Morrell, 2005, p.132) within 
school and society, as well as competing with external pressures. Growing pressures 
of standardised literacy assessment, for instance, have been a key impacting factor on 
recent literacy policy change, this school included. 
  Further to this, my study is also firmly located within the current era of 
accountability and standardised literacy assessment, which as such must be taken 
into account in understanding the full scope and design of the project. Mandated 
literacy assessment has been proven to impact profoundly on the work of schools. 
From fundamentally reorganising teachers’ work (Comber, 2012) to increasing 
‘teaching to the test’ mentalities, there remains an obstinate focus on the effects of 
this highly politicised agenda, especially within an Australian context (Dreher, 2012; 
Lingard & Sellar, 2013; Thompson, 2013; Thompson & Cook, 2012). For instance, 
in Australia the introduction of the NAPLAN tests in 2008 significantly increased 
pressures on schools to improve performance and meet higher demands for 
accountability. The impact of this on teacher motivation, identity and the narrowing 
of the curriculum is supported by key research that warns of the detrimental effects 
of high-stakes testing on literacy and numeracy learning (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 
2012; Thompson, 2013; Thompson & Cook, 2012). However, not all research has 
suggested that high stakes or external standardised testing is without positive merit, 
as the accessibility of NAPLAN data and increasing tensions around improving 
literacy benchmarks (Wildy, 2012) can provide an impetus for literacy development, 
as well as policy and pedagogy change.  
A global preoccupation with whole system reform (Harris, 2011) and rising 
interest in instructional program coherence (Newmann, Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 
2001), has resulted in many endorsing the benefits of whole-school approaches. 
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Many have claimed that whole-school programs can be valuable in response to the 
competing tensions of literacy education (which will be covered in detail later in 
Section 2.5.4). Other significant factors contributing to the success of whole-school 
literacy improvement initiatives include teacher beliefs and the nature of shared 
literacy teaching practices (Freedman and Carver, 2007). Finally, according to 
Faulkner, Oakley, Rohl, Lopes and Solosy (2012), as well as Harris and Grenfell 
(2004), teacher-led, school-wide programs and cross-curricular collaboration 
positively lead to improved literacy outcomes.  
  McKinsey and Company’s 2010 report on How the World's Most Improved 
School Systems Keep Getting Better further identified the need to establish 
collaborative practices between teachers within and across schools as one of three 
common elements to improving school systems globally. The claim reflects the 
current global discourse and fervour to promote greater teacher professional 
dialogues and collaboration across the curriculum, regarding best literacy pedagogy 
practice. It also calls into question the importance of the role of teachers in breaking 
down hegemonic power structures within schools as social institutions, and the 
struggle between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’ in terms of those students unable to 
achieve literacy success. Educational justice and equity, while not a focus of this 
study, must still be considered too in relation to what Burns and Morrell (2005) label 
as “literacies of power” (p. 132). A chief goal of the whole-school literacy 
framework which formed the foundation of this study was to ensure all students 
acquire literacy successfully. A ‘common language’, understood and used by all, is 
needed to achieve this.  
  Teacher-led school improvement initiatives, combined with professional 
development that is ongoing, collaborative and interactive are also all closely linked 
to successful school-wide literacy approaches in Australia and internationally. 
Although a number of studies have explored the effectiveness of targeted literacy 
programs in primary or middle school contexts, or in discipline, key learning areas 
(KLA) or subject-specific areas (which will be explored in depth in Section 2.4). 
Less attention has been given to the experiences of teachers enacting whole-school 
literacy programs, in P-12 school contexts in particular, which this study aims to 
address.  
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There are a range of expected outcomes for this study which include the 
following:  
i. Gaining a much clearer knowledge of teachers’ understandings and 
practices of literacy across the whole College; 
ii. Gaining a clearer understanding of the working definitions of literacy 
as understood across the College; 
iii. Identifying more clearly the teachers’ self-reported successes, 
challenges and limitations of the whole-school common language 
approach to literacy; 
iv. Identifying what commitments to literacy are overtly stated within the 
College and what teachers are actually committing themselves to in 
regards to their everyday literacy teaching practices in their 
classrooms; 
v. Gaining greater clarity about the relationships and collaboration 
which actually occurs across the whole school, and between teachers 
across the sub-schools, in regards to their literacy teaching practices; 
vi. Gaining a greater perspective on what might be done to improve and 
make changes to the practices and key documents pertaining to 
literacy in the College;  
vii. Painting a portrait for other schools in the same milieu and offering 
valuable insight of one P-12 school’s approach to whole-school 
literacy reform and policy enactment. 
I hope that my study will benefit not just my own school (in which I am 
conducting this practitioner-based inquiry), but that it will be of significance to help 
further the work of the school’s Strategic Literacy Committee, the teachers and 
students of the College, as well as informing the practices of classroom teachers, 
literacy educators, school administrators and policy-makers in the wider field of 
education. This case study is significant because it seeks to fill a gap in the research 
of a lack of practitioner inquiry giving voice to teachers and workers on the 
‘frontline’ of literacy policy enactment, with limited examples of whole-school 
literacy programs within a P-12 context. This work is essential in today’s current 
pedagogical environment where literacy is (reportedly) everyone’s business.    
1.9 Thesis Overview 
 Chapter 1: Introduction 35 
  Chapter 1 has provided background to the study with an overview of the 
current literacy climate, as well as an introduction of the motivation for the study, 
The research purpose and a definition of the term ‘enactment’ have been provided, as 
well as a description of the case study site, an explanation of my dual roles, and the 
research design have been provided here. Chapter 2 is the crucial literature review. A 
detailed critical review of the literature outlining historical approaches to literacy 
education in the past and literature about current approaches to literacy programs and 
reform in schools follows with an outline of the various arguments for cross-
curriculum, disciplinary and whole-school approaches to literacy.  
 Subsequently, Chapter 3 establishes the study’s methodology and research 
design. This section clarifies the approach of a practitioner-based enquiry, theorises 
how and why CDA was applied here, and explains the reasons why a case study 
method and multiple sources of data were used. The proposed instruments and 
methods of data collection and multiple stages of data analysis and interpretation will 
also be explained. Following that, limitations and issues of validity and reliability 
will also be identified, with a discussion of ethical considerations that were 
undertaken concluding this chapter. 
Chapter 4 is the first of two chapters on data analysis revealing the findings 
of the document analysis phase, the first data set within this study. I discuss each of 
the three documents in turn, contextualising each one before reporting on the 
findings. This chapter will report chiefly that Sunnydale’s official commitment to 
literacy is well documented, but purports a narrow definition of literacy as a skills-
based endeavour facing challenges of consistency across P-12. Whereas Chapter 5 is 
the second data chapter, presenting the findings of both the survey and interview 
analyses together. Two clear trends emerged in the data, which I expound in detail, 
examining the commonalities and points of agreement in the teachers’ 
understandings of literacy, their self-reported commitments to and experiences of the 
literacy program, and the contestations, questions and points of disagreement which 
became apparent in the data. 
Finally, Chapter 6 concludes this thesis with a discussion of the 
methodological contributions of this study, and the implications of this project for 
future practice. I discuss the limitations of the study and its findings, before closing 
with the future directions of this research. 
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 
2.1 Introduction  
This chapter begins with a discussion of the present context of the study 
pertaining to current educational and literacy-based reform. Section 2.2 outlines the 
study’s theoretical framework and reviews theories of literacy, defining the complex 
and multi-faceted term of ‘literacy’ as it relates to the study. Following that is 
Section 2.3 which provides an overview of historical approaches to literacy 
education, before I discuss the current policy positions on literacy, including global 
literacy concerns from changing policy reform, to the pressures of standardised 
testing in Section 2.4. Lastly, Section 2.5 largely explores the literature related to 
current school approaches to literacy enactment from cross-curriculum, to 
disciplinary and whole-school approaches.  
  Literacy education is at the forefront of current pedagogical improvement 
agendas. This proposed study builds on and contributes to work in the field of 
literacy education. Although studies in literacy education have examined a range of 
programs and collaborative practices involving literacy specialists, there has been 
little focus on teachers’ literacy understandings and practices across the curriculum, 
especially in a P-12 context across Junior, Middle and Senior sub-schools. As such, 
this study proposes to provide additional insight into teachers’ reported 
understandings and experiences of enacting a whole-school ‘common language 
approach’ to literacy in a P-12 school. The analytic focus is on the teachers’ 
understandings of literacy and what it looks like in their classrooms. In conjunction 
with this, the study will explore teachers’ different experiences in relation to their 
literacy instruction and enactment of the school literacy framework. The aim is to 
further support improvements within the given school context, as well as 
contributing to the broader field of literacy and education, including the current 
literacy improvement agenda debate.  
2.2 Theories of Literacy 
2.2.1 Theoretical framework for this study. The view adopted in this study 
is informed by Gee’s (1991, 1992, 2012) work on the complex relationship of 
literacy, discourses and language acquisition through primary and secondary 
discourses. Gee’s research has significantly contributed to the view that literacy is 
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mastered through acquisition, requiring exposure to models in natural, meaningful 
and functional settings and is context-specific; there is no singular literacy, but 
multiple literacies. In Gee’s seminal work on Socio-cultural Approaches to 
Literacy/Literacies (1992), he claims that: 
Such views of literacy argue that literacy is inherently plural (literacies) and 
that writing, reading, and language are always embedded in and inextricable 
from Discourses (social practices, cultures, and subcultures, or whatever 
analogous term is used). Writing, reading, and language are not private 
psychic possessions of decontextualized heads, nor are they generalized skills 
isolatable from specific contents and contexts. (p. 33) 
Thus, according to the literature, it is possible to find many descriptions and analyses 
of literacy. Indeed it is such a wide-reaching concept, that many now view the term 
in its plural form of multiple literacies. “Multiple literacies can be differentiated not 
only on the basis of the channel and medium of communication (print, image, page, 
screen), but also according to field or subject area (history, geography, science, 
maths)” (Unsworth, 2001, p. 10). Further to this, I will later draw on the work of The 
New London Group's (1996) conception of Multiliteracies, but this study also adopts 
Gee’s socio-cultural approach to literacy, and seeks to contribute knowledge by 
describing an analysis of teachers’ working understandings of literacy in everyday 
practice in a school setting. Also, it presents a situated perspective on a ‘common 
language approach’ to literacy and literacy education within the framework of a Prep 
to Year 12 whole-school curriculum program. 
In  my adoption of a socio-cultural view of literacy and this contextualised, 
shared meaning-making, the work of Street (1995, 2014) has informed the framing of 
my study theoretically in helping to explain how I have utilised a range of models 
and sought to find evidence of these reflected in the teachers’ reported 
understandings. As literacy is a complex term and socio-cultural phenomenon itself, 
it was a challenging and complex process to decide upon a theoretical approach and 
framework for this study. In the following Section 2.2.2, I attempt to draw on the 
literature and various models to define literacy, from Luke and Freebody to Green, 
and these models also sit with Gee’s work on the socio-cultural theory of language 
and literacy.  
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In drawing on the work of Street (1995, 2014) on social literacies and his 
examination of critical approaches to literacy development, ethnography and 
education, he provides great insights into literacy practices and their relationship to 
broader political and cultural debates, proposing that a distinction should be made 
between an ‘autonomous’ model and an ‘ideological’ model to view the transmission 
of literacy historically and in contemporary times. Street (1995) reveals much about 
the previous and historic arguments and assumptions made about “the need for 
literacy, the importance of literacy for development and the terrible consequences of 
‘illiteracy’ [yet we] all assume that we know what ‘literacy’ is and that when people 
acquire it they will somehow ‘get better’” (p. 14). In his work, Street continues on to 
challenge and question these ‘narrow’ assumptions, exploring further the 
significance of social context in the development of literacy programs and the impact 
of literacy on social change. In informing the ideological framework for my study, I 
have attempted here to frame my study around the theoretical model of 
constructivism with a socio-cultural view of language. As well as this I provide 
multiple models to define and describe literacy which sit within this theoretical view 
as I too try to address the assumptions made above about literacy. In this study I 
aimed to explore the importance of social context in the development of literacy 
programs with my practitioner inquiry into my own school’s context (within the 
local, institutional and societal domains to explore this context and relationships 
across domains). 
2.2.2 Defining literacy. There is a substantial body of research that seeks to define 
the term ‘literacy’. Understanding the nature of ‘literacy’ is a complex process. 
Collins and Blot (2003) have asserted that ‘literacy’ “has a status in the current era 
rather like that of ‘science’ in the nineteenth century; it refers loosely to any body of 
systematic useful knowledge” (p. 3). From functional literacy and school literacy, to 
critical literacy, as well as scientific literacy, digital literacy, computer literacy, and 
intercultural literacy, there are a range of possibilities, applications and uses of the 
term and concept. Holme (2004) attempts to address this elusiveness by categorising 
literacy into four key themes, including the socio-economic nature of literacy, 
literacy as sign, literacy as language and literacy as mind. Conversely, in its 2006 
Education for All Global Monitoring Report, UNESCO presented four discrete 
understandings of literacy: “literacy as an autonomous set of skills; literacy as 
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applied, practised and situated; literacy as a learning process; and literacy as text” (p. 
148). The complex and dynamic nature of the concept of literacy means it can be 
defined in a multiplicity of ways. 
  Freebody and Luke’s (1990, 1992) adoption of a sociocultural approach to 
literacy is also integral to shaping this project. The Four Roles and Resources Model 
(Freebody & Luke, 2003) articulated four roles which readers adopt in a postmodern, 
text-based culture: the code-breaker (coding competence), meaning maker (semantic 
competence), text user (pragmatic competence) and text critic (critical competence). 
Fully reading a text involves the understanding of “the crafting that has been 
deployed in its writing – crafting that orchestrates graphic, semantic, structural, 
pragmatic, and ideological codes” (Freebody, 1992, p. 50). Meaning making is an 
integral socially- and culturally-shared practice.  
Luke and Freebody (1999) challenge assumptions made about the individual 
nature of the literate practice. They reflect that “coding” or “semantic” work was 
“somehow the prepossession of an individual”. They offer the description of a 
“family of practices”, now encompassing an “individual's history, capability, and 
possibilities” while also featuring “the collective or joint capabilities of a group, 
community, or society” (Luke & Freebody, 1999, Changing the Terminology 
section, para. 1). It is also important to note that in the roles of cracking the code, 
constructing meaning and participating in literacy events, hegemonic discourses of 
power and knowledge are involved (Luke, 1997).  
Another framework that allows for the integration of multiple approaches like 
Luke and Freebody’s Four Roles model, is the Literacy 3D approach or Three 
Literacy Dimensions developed by Bill Green (1988). Green’s conceptual view of 
literacy as three interrelated dimensions – the operational, the cultural and the critical 
– namely includes: 
 The Operational Dimension – involving the means of literacy, in and through 
the medium of language; chiefly the competency with the language system 
and an understanding of the ways in which combinations and patterns of 
communication convey a message; 
 The Cultural Dimension – involving the meaning aspect of literacy; chiefly 
competency with the meaning system and the ability to engage purposefully 
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with the use of multiple genres to discover and exchange meaning through 
various modes of communication also; 
 The Critical Dimension – involving the socially constructed nature of all 
human practices and meaning systems to participate effectively and 
successfully in society; chiefly the competency in transforming and actively 
producing a practice and understanding the many meanings that message can 
convey. 
(Adapted from Green, 1988; Lo Bianco & Freebody, 2001; Ludwig & QSA, 
2003; Nixon, 2003; Queensland School Curriculum Council, 2001). 
Green’s model is still influential and relevant today as this three dimensional 
approach allows for a more flexible definition of literacy which is in keeping with 
this study. Yet, it is important to note that Green has also written about and warned 
of the ‘overuse’ of the term literacy, which can further complicate practice. Also, just 
like “everything else in our world, our notions about what it is to be 'literate' are ever 
in a state of flux” (Green & Durrant, 2000), thus adding to the confusion of schools 
in enacting literacy reform when education is always in a state of constant change 
and flux. This change is greatly influenced by policy, and policy enactment is also 
greatly informed by the curriculum frameworks which currently exist in Australia. 
The Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority’s 
(ACARA) definition of ‘literacy’ in the Australian Curriculum (v7.5, 2013; v8.1, 
2015; v8.2, 2016) is informed by a social view of language that considers how 
language works to construct meaning in different social and cultural contexts. 
ACARA (2015) states in the Australian Curriculum that “students become literate as 
they develop the knowledge, skills and dispositions to interpret and use language 
confidently for learning and communicating in and out of school and for 
participating effectively in society” (p. 1). The Australian Curriculum draws on the 
work of Vygotsky (1978), Halliday and Hasan (1985), Freebody and Luke (1990), 
Gee (1991, 2008), Green (1988) and Christie and Derewianka (2008), who articulate 
the intrinsic and interdependent relationship between social context, meaning and 
language. This view is embedded within the core of the study which adopts a similar 
definition of literacy.  
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A review of the literature clearly demonstrates that the term ‘literacy’ is 
complex and ever-evolving, and so are different conceptualisations of literacy and its 
plural form of ‘literacies’. There are multiple ways of seeing literacy and also of 
being literate, such as the growing movement towards multiple forms of literacies or 
‘multiliteracies’. According to Unsworth (2001), the work of ‘The New London 
Group’ (1996) called for a meta-language “to support a sophisticated critical analysis 
of language and other semiotic systems yet not make unrealistic demands on teachers 
and students” (p. 16). It was to be derived from a theoretical underpinning to link 
elements and structures of semiotic systems (like language and image) to their use in 
a range of social contexts. The New London Group (1996; 2000) suggested that what 
was needed to support a pedagogy of multiliteracies was: 
an educationally accessible functional grammar; that is, a metalanguage that 
describes meaning in various realms. These include the textual and the visual, 
as well as the multimodal relations between different meaning-making 
processes that are now so critical in media texts and the texts of electronic 
multimedia (p. 24) 
This emphasis on “new learning”, which emerged from the work of the New 
London Group, is firmly grounded within the theory of multiliteracies (Cope, 
Kalantzis, & New London Group, 2000).  Kalantzis and Cope (2009, 2012) define 
the term ‘multiliteracies’ as referring to two major aspects of language use and 
meaning-making today. The first is ‘social diversity’ – the variability of meaning 
making in different cultural, social or domain-specific contexts that are becoming 
significantly more varied and prominent with today’s increasingly evolving world of 
new information and communications technologies. Students need to learn to 
understand and construct a variety of different patterns of meaning, for a variety of 
different contexts, for a variety of different purposes, negotiating this complexity of 
differences and social diversity. The second is ‘multimodality’ – a concept arising 
from the characteristics of new information and communications media which are 
becoming increasingly multimodal. This is a process which goes beyond traditional 
written-linguistic modes and alphabetical communication, to complex interfaces of 
meaning making through oral, visual, audio, tactile, gestural and spacial modes and 
patterns of meaning, all of which have informed the case for a “pedagogy of 
multiliteracies” (New London Group, 1996, 2000). 
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Within the context of the new Australian Curriculum, “Literacy” is prioritised 
as a “General Capability” (ACARA, 2013 and 2015). The Australian Curriculum 
differentiates those aspects of the Language and Literacy strands of the English 
Curriculum from how literacy as a general capability should be applied to all other 
learning areas. ACARA (2015) makes explicit that: 
 all teachers are responsible for teaching the subject-specific literacy of their 
learning area;  
 all teachers need a clear understanding of the literacy demands and 
opportunities of their learning area; 
 literacy appropriate to each learning area can be embedded in the teaching of 
the content and processes of that learning area. (pp. 1-2) 
With the implementation of a nation-wide curriculum across Australia, this study is 
significant in that it examines the experiences of teachers within this fundamental 
period of change. Given the current context of implementing the first national 
curriculum in Australia, more credence should be given to teacher voice to uncover 
what is exactly going on in schools. 
2.3 Historical Approaches to Literacy Education  
2.3.1 The literacy wars. A wide variety of literacy theories and approaches 
to literacy teaching practices have greatly influenced literacy education and literacy 
policy enactment across Australia. The context of this study must be firmly located 
in this rich history of literacy policy and practice in schools. Snyder (2008) offers a 
comprehensive and insightful summation of the current literacy debate in Australia, 
providing a detailed history of literacy policy in this country and a commentary of 
the current literacy debate or “literacy crisis”. In this literacy “battlefield”, Snyder 
(2008) comments on the politicisation of literacy education and the challenge of both 
upholding the traditions of the past and educating students for the literacy demands 
of the future. How teachers implement and enact policy at the ‘frontline’ of this 
‘literacy war’ is a more pressing matter. It is one that is under-researched in the area 
of schools enacting whole-school literacy programs, and especially from the 
perspective of studying a P-12 case study in context.  
Snyder (2008) addresses various key points that are of great relevance to this 
study in her critical analysis of the “literacy wars” occurring in Australia, making 
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connections also to similar contestations globally, including that of America and 
Great Britain. The argument at the heart of Snyder’s (2008) work in Australia is that 
the conservative view seeks to preserve valued traditions under the old cultural 
heritage model heralding the legacies of the past. This is in contrast with more liberal 
and post-modern thinkers who argue that with the enormous changes in the world of 
new ideas, there is a place for giving attention to such diversity in perspectives in the 
literacy classroom.  
Snyder considers the following as the main areas of contestation: grammar, 
reading, culture, gender, testing, technology and curriculum. Part of the debate is 
contestation over the teaching of English, as a complex subject in the secondary 
school curriculum, and of the explicit teaching of literacy in other subject areas. 
Snyder systematically describes the history of a range of models and approaches to 
teaching English since the 1960s, including the skills, cultural heritage, personal 
growth and critical literacy approaches. Historically, literacy education and policy in 
Australia has likewise followed a similar model of change over the past century. The 
debate continues under the present Government with the recently completed review 
of the Australian Curriculum: English by two conservative education commentators 
Donnelly and Wiltshire (2014), indicating its resurgence. Yet the enduring nature of 
such discourses around literacy and literacy education must be recognised for the 
debate surrounding such issues have been around for a long time 
2.3.2 Approaches to literacy in Australia. Currently, various “families of 
thought” (Lo Bianco & Freebody, 2001) exist about literacy and literacy education. 
These schools of thought are useful to trace back the historical approaches to literacy 
in the past, of which still remain and are reflected in schools today. The three large, 
generic categories include:  
 Skills approaches – emphasising perceptual and technical procedures for 
decoding (for reading) and encoding (for writing); 
 Growth and heritage approaches – emphasising the private, personal and 
individual ways people use reading and writing, grow through reading 
and writing, and privileging the significance of providing access to the 
valued literary heritage of a culture, including the deep valuing of 
historical and cultural knowledge and perspectives; 
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 Critical-cultural approaches – emphasising the variability of everyday 
literacy practices from culture to culture, setting to setting, and the 
importance of critically analysing literate communications in everyday 
social experience for their underlying belief systems and cultural 
consequences. 
Major differences clearly emerge from these approaches which, depending on the 
values, beliefs and perspective of the teacher, can radically shape not just teachers’ 
definitions of literacy and their ways of knowing about literacy pedagogical practice, 
but how they put it into practice and their actual, everyday classroom literacy 
procedures. Schools have had to make very specific choices and calculated decisions 
about their own programs and the ways in which they adopt and enact literacy policy, 
reform and change. Great variance and controversy over such competing 
perspectives has been the result. 
 “Controversy over literacy has become a permanent fixture of educational 
debate and policy” (Green, Hodgens & Luke, 1997, p. 7). From these broader 
approaches and models, the role of syllabi and curricula in ‘filtering’ literacy policies 
and reform down to schools and to teachers is significant. Currently in Queensland, 
curriculum changes as a result of the implementation of the new Australian 
Curriculum (under ACARA) has led to the reorganisation of state curriculum and 
reporting frameworks, as well as their governing bodies (under the Queensland 
Curriculum and Assessment Authority or QCAA as of 1 July, 2014 previously the 
Queensland Studies Authority or QSA). Organisations such as ACARA and QCAA 
further dictate school literacy pedagogy practices through work programs and 
syllabus requirements, which schools and teachers in turn interpret and enact in their 
own ways.  
Over the past few decades Australia has seen a range of different approaches 
to literacy and literacy pedagogy be implemented. The following is a summary of 
this history, largely informed by Snyder’s (2008) comprehensive discussion (further 
expanding on the broad categories of families of thought above). This history is 
important to lay out for my study, to situate it within the historical context of policy 
reform and action that has come before. From the 1950s and prior in Australia, there 
was a distinct emphasis on a traditional grammar and skills-based approach. This has 
remained strongly embedded in education, still to this day, as I will discuss in the 
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next Section 2.3.3; its continued perpetuation works to limit other schools of thought 
and new pedagogical approaches in contemporary education. 
Then in the 1960s, there was less emphasis placed on literacy as a set of 
processes and practices, with a more child-centred, less constrained, individualistic 
personal growth model. What would then emerge from this movement which 
focussed on self-expression and the abandonment of traditional grammar, came 
process writing in the curriculum, which returned to a more process-oriented 
approach that was still learner-centred.  
However, in the 1980s, process approaches became increasingly scrutinised 
by the work of linguists such as Halliday (1989) and Christie and Martin (1987) 
because of their limitations and inadequacy in addressing the wide range of writing 
and text types needed to function in the world beyond school. Thus the genre 
approach was born to teach students to recognise and produce a number of different 
forms of written language (called genres) which were culturally determined. 
Certainly, Christie and Derewianka’s (2008) influential work on school discourse 
supports a genre approach, offering a comprehensive study of written language 
development from five to 18 years, considering the complex nature and interplay of 
curriculum goals, pedagogy and developmental changes that is indicative of the 
genre approach. The academics are in strong favour of a discipline-based approach of 
multiliteracies, foregrounding the joint social construction of meaning making and 
creating in different social contexts and discourses of knowledge.  
Yet, as Snyder (2008) puts it, “the genre versus process polarisation reached 
its height in the late 1980s” (p. 29). Then, as the twentieth century came to a close, 
this polarising continued beyond the genre debate to a new form of a more ‘radical’ 
critical literacy approach that went beyond merely encoding and decoding text, to 
encouraging people to critically examine language and its ideological investments 
(Freebody & Luke, 1990), and how it reflected the social inequities around them. 
The current literacy policy and focus which exists in Australia stems from 
considerable policy change from the early 1990s. In December of 1990, a Green 
Paper, entitled The Language of Australia: Discussion Paper on an Australian 
Literacy and Language Policy was released and shortly followed by a White Paper 
titled Australia's Language: The Australian Language and Literacy Policy in August 
1991. Both papers were the culmination of significant examination and debate over 
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literacy across the nation, and marked an “historic moment: the explicit naming of 
'literacy' as an object of policy, at the federal level” (Green, Hodgens & Luke, 1997, 
p. 7). This initiative was an important step towards a national coordinated effort to 
emphasise literacy pedagogy, paving the way for later progress made with the 
national Australian Curriculum today. The act of putting literacy policy into practice 
is a complex one, which this study seeks to explore through one school’s attempt at 
policy enactment in response to the current global concerns and literacy policy 
reform. 
2.3.3 The perpetuation of the skills model and explicit instruction. As 
introduced above, the skills-based approach to literacy existed since the 1950s and 
earlier in Australia. This traditional approach emphasised traditional grammar and 
skills – known colloquially as the ‘skills and drills’ model. The focus remained on 
technical procedures for decoding (for reading) and encoding (for writing). The 
increasing ‘teaching to the test’ mentality and narrow, limited understandings of 
literacy as a basic skills-set does not align today with contemporary notions of 
literacy as an all-encompassing phenomenon, or of ‘Multiliteracies’ (Cope, 
Kalantzis, & New London Group, 2000), or of meaning-making as a shared social 
practice (Gee, 1997; Luke, 1995; Luke & Freebody, 1994). Yet, the ‘skills and drills’ 
legacy remains popular still today, perpetuated in many curriculum and pedagogy 
models. 
 The pressures on teachers to meet the growing literacy pedagogy demands in 
today’s era of accountability are high, as is the increasingly politicised agenda of 
literacy (Dreher, 2012; Lingard & Sellar, 2012; Thompson & Cook, 2012; 
Thompson, 2013). Edwards-Groves (2010) explains this mentality: “In the day-to-
day realities of classroom life, teachers are faced with the challenge of designing and 
implementing high quality literacy instruction under conditions of increasing 
scrutiny…  How learners are ‘enabled’ into the literate world is an important and 
enduring concern” (p. 1). Many schools and practitioners continue to rely on a 
limited and narrow definition of literacy and view a skills-based approach as the 
answer to literacy school improvement agendas.  
In answer to this continued emphasis on skills, traditional literacy teaching 
discourses such as the ‘old basics’ still abound. Kalantzis and Cope (2012) explore in 
their seminal work on literacies, how the “traditional or heritage conception of 
 Chapter 2: Literature Review 47 
literacy is in many respects too narrowly focused” (p. 3). The basics of old literacy 
learning involved practising ‘correct’ spelling, grammar, phonics, reading as a 
process, simple decoding and comprehension. ‘Knowledge’ and ‘skills’ in ‘correct’ 
reading and writing was taught through rules and conventions and compliance. The 
definition of literacies characterised as the ‘old basics’ by Kalantzis and Cope (2012) 
seems clearly apparent in the school literacy focus at Sunnydale, as I outlined in 
Chapter 1. In following the tradition of the historical skills approaches and related 
‘family of thought’, an analysis of Sunnydale’s school literacy documents as 
revealed in sections 4.3 and 4.4, deeply reflects that an ‘old basics’ approach is still 
entrenched within the College. 
However, Kaltanzis and Cope (2012), supported by a field of literature (Lo 
Bianco & Freebody, 2001; Simpson, White, Freebody & Comber, 2013; Snyder, 
2012) do not simply disregard the importance of such inherent skills, which are now 
enveloped by the term ‘new basics’. The ‘new basics’ approach – not to be confused 
with the ‘back-to-basics’ (Snyder, 2012) –  can be described as catching “the flavour 
of a more contemporary, relevant and inclusive approach to knowledge… [as] 
literacy is not simply a matter of correct usage [but] a means of communication and 
representation of meanings in a broader, richer and all-encompassing sense” (p. 4). 
With the skills approach continuing to be all pervasive, schools must work to 
integrate varied approaches to literacy education that “resist reductionist, back-to-
basics principles and approaches” (Simpson, White, Freebody & Comber, 2013, p. 
xxxviii). For according to Street, (1995), literacy education “involves more than 
simply the passing on of some technical, surface skills” as the “shifts in meaning 
associated with such transfers are located at deep, epistemological levels, raising 
questions about what is truth, what is knowledge and what are appropriate sources of 
authority” (p. 15). It is dilemmas such as these with which schools such as my own at 
Sunnydale and others across the nation and the globe face daily and struggle to 
grapple. 
As literacy remains at the forefront of pedagogical reform today, the literature 
also reflects contention around the argument over explicit versus direction 
instruction, when it comes to specific literacy programs and school approaches to 
literacy education. Understanding and defining what is meant by ‘explicit 
instruction’ is certainly applicable here to Sunnydale, (as I will demonstrate in the 
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document analysis in Chapter 4) as the school purports to commit to making literacy 
an ‘explicit’ priority across P-12. Luke (2014) offers an excellent commentary on 
explicit and direct instruction, defining and explaining the difference as follows: 
Direct instruction involves teachers following “a step-by-step, lesson- by-lesson 
approach to teaching that has already been written for them. What the teachers say 
and do is prescribed and scripted, and accompanied by a pre-specified system of 
rewards” (p. 1). Such an instructional approach was developed by American and 
Canadian behavioural psychologists in the 1960s, with an initial focus on teaching 
models of reading and the development of related literacy curriculum materials.  
Explicit instructional approaches are often associated with structured basic 
skills work in literacy and numeracy, stressing the values of genre-based learning and 
‘explicit’ knowledge of texts, grammar and textual codes. Further to this, explicit 
instruction can be defined as “teacher-centred instruction that is focused on clear 
behavioural goals and outcomes. Students are told what they will be learning 
and how, and what they have to do to show that they have succeeded in learning 
whatever it is. The aim of explicit instruction is a strong focus on curriculum content 
and clarity for all about the criteria for performance expected” (Luke, 2014, p. 1). In 
conjunction with teacher-centred pedagogies and whole-school approaches, explicit 
instruction is “a key teaching method used commonly in schools today that has 
demonstrated efficacy in the teaching and learning of specific bodies of skills and 
knowledges” (Luke, 2014, p. 1). There is no danger involved in a focus on literacy 
skills or explicit instruction, as long as it is part of a range of pedagogies and does 
not limit other schools of thought or new approaches to contemporary literacy 
education. As Luke (2014) found, “Explicit instruction is, therefore, one key element 
of effective teachers’ repertoire of skills and approaches… [as] Effective teaching 
requires that teachers possess and deploy a repertoire of strategies, approaches and 
methods. The belief that there is a single effective strategy, approach and method 
ignores the variability of kids, cultures, communities, ages and developmental levels, 
subjects, skills and knowledges that teachers face everyday” (2014, p. 1). The danger 
however exists if this is the only approach promoted within a school, ignoring other 
schools of thought and contemporary literacy pedagogies, including multiliteracies 
amongst others.  
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Nevertheless, such an emphasis on a skills-based model could be the result of 
its continued perpetuation in response to certain policy positions to improve the data. 
Such a narrowly focused form of explicit instruction has been attributed to many 
school responses to literacy both nationally and internationally, but is not the only 
response to literacy policy enactment.  
2.4 Policy Positions on Literacy 
2.4.1 Current global concerns and changing literacy policy. Current 
capabilities identified in countries such as Australia (ACARA, 2013), as well as the 
United Kingdom (DfEE, 1998; DfE, 2011) and the United States of America 
(CCSSI, 2014a and 2014b), emphasise the need for explicit improvement in literacy 
and numeracy development “as a foundation for success in all learning areas” 
(MCEETYA 2008, p. 5), as stated in the Melbourne Declaration. Further research 
has found that literacy development in particular is more important than just reading 
and writing skills, but is integral for students to succeed beyond school as lifelong 
learners and active global citizens (ACARA, 2013; MCEETYA ‘Melbourne 
Declaration’, 2008; NCLE, 2014; Snyder, 2008; UNESCO, 2006; Wise, 2009). This 
is supported by the literature, such as the seminal work of Freire (2005), in which 
“Literacy is best understood as a myriad of discursive forms and cultural 
competencies that construct and make available the various relationships and 
experiences that exist between learners and the world” (Freire & Macedo, 2005, p. 
48). Recent global literacy and curriculum reform has attempted to address what 
UNESCO (2005) terms the “global literacy challenge” (p. 160), which is 
disconcertingly greater in scope and scale than previously thought, based on the 
complexity and pressures of standardised testing, changing policy reform and the 
myriad approaches to literacy available.     
In examining the current concerns within education around the ever-changing 
policy positions and reform in relation to literacy, I must first provide a definition of 
‘policy’ in how the term is used here in this study. Drawing on the work of Ball, 
Maguire and Braun (2012) “what is meant by policy will be taken as texts and 
‘things’ (legislation and national strategies) but also as discursive processes that are 
complexly configured, contextually mediated and institutionally rendered” (p. 3). As 
they claim “Policy is done by and done to teachers” (Ball, Maguire & Braun, p. 3), I 
attempt to explore in this study how such literacy policy and reform is responded to 
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through its enactment in the classroom, and the relationships which exist across the 
local, institutional and societal domains in ‘putting policy into practice’.  
In the United Kingdom, the National Literacy Strategy (NLS), the first 
attempt at systematic reform at a national level occurred in 1998 (DfEE, 1998), 
followed by further phases of National Strategies (DfE 2011), including targeted 
literacy interventions. In contrast to this, more recently in 2011 across the United 
States, the Common Core State Standards have been adopted, similar to Australia 
who implemented a National Curriculum from its first stage in 2010 (ACARA, 
2010). Currently the UK is transitioning to their mandatory National Curriculum 
from September 2014.  In the USA, the Common Core State Standards for English 
Language Arts and Literacy are the culmination of an extended, broad-based effort 
across the nation (CCSSI, 2014b). The promotion of the standards reinforces the 
need for students to successfully attain literacy skills and concepts required for 
college and career readiness in multiple disciplines (CCSSI, 2014a). The need for 
increased literacy standards is a common theme throughout a majority of the literacy 
curriculum reform documents in the UK and the USA, and in Australia. However, 
responses to such literacy accountability pressures and curriculum reform, both 
nationally and internationally, continue to cause debate with growing tension 
surrounding the relationship of such reform in combination with standardised literacy 
testing.  
Changing literacy policy, both past and present, in Australia has led to a 
variety of reforms and programs implemented nation-wide, whilst also prompting 
state-wide literacy programs and initiatives also. For instance, the influential 1998 
Commonwealth Literacy for All Policy (DEETYA, 1998) had broad goals for 
literacy action on a federal level, which focused chiefly on assessment and remedial 
literacy. Of the six strategies for action listed in the Policy, one was primarily 
concerned with enactment in the classroom, claiming that the Policy provided a 
“coherent and integrated strategy for enhancing literacy skills for all Australian 
children” (DEETYA, 1998, p. 9). Yet as Hammond and Macken-Horarik (2001) 
claim its proposals offered a reductive and narrow view of literacy and focused too 
heavily on measurement and reporting. Further to this, significant reform which 
emerged in Queensland state-wide in the past few decades included the Department 
of Education’s Literate Futures Literacy Review for Queensland Schools (2000). The 
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Literate Futures review published a range of “strategies for strengthening the 
organisational capacities of schools and the competencies of teachers” (Queensland 
Department of Education, Luke & Freebody, 2000, p. 3) at the core of its 
recommendations. This report went on to inform the later Department of Education 
and Training’s initiative titled, Literacy - The Key to Learning: Framework for 
Action 2006–2008 (2008), which focused on essential actions needed to address four 
key challenges of: literacy teaching, literacy learning, literacy in the curriculum, and 
literacy leadership. It is within this climate of changing literacy policy and reform, 
nation-wide and state-wide in Queensland, that the whole-school approach at 
Sunnydale had emerged. 
Comber and Freebody (2013) question literacy education in a changing 
policy environment, asking: “Have these changing policy emphases begun to make 
any difference in schools, classrooms and families? How do school leaders and 
classroom teachers take account of these new demands in their everyday work, in the 
huge variety of sites that comprise Australian school education? How do educators 
and community members evaluate these initiatives? To what extent do they find the 
national imperatives stimulating, helpful, annoying, or troublesome? What 
differences, if any, do these policy shifts make to students and their families?” (pp. 
65-66). Researchers are increasingly trying to shed light on the ways in which 
literacy policies are actually being implemented and enacted in school communities, 
but a greater emphasis must be placed on teacher voice to learn what is really going 
on. Changing literacy policy has also resulted in complex ‘politics’ and tensions 
arising in the actual enactment of such reform, with many schools adopting quite 
different approaches and are faced with a myriad of challenges in the implementation 
process.  
2.4.2 The politics of literacy policy and reform. Just as an agreed-upon 
definition of literacy is complex and not easy to explain, school approaches to 
literacy, literacy policy reform and the ‘politics’ of this are just as complex, varied 
and wide-reaching. Firstly, a range of categories has been developed by teachers, 
curriculum writers, policy-makers and researchers to discuss the differences in 
literacy pedagogical practices and school programs. A useful summary of the more 
prominent types is provided by Lo Bianco and Freebody (2001), namely:  
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• Literature-based learning – emphasising the role of literature in literacy 
acquisition;  
• Natural learning, sometimes called holistic learning – emphasising the personal 
construction of meaning with skills being acquired naturalistically within 
whole texts;  
• Experience-based learning, which emphasises the provision and recall of ‘real 
world’ experiences in and out of the classroom;  
• Skills-based learning, which emphasises the analytic approach of breaking up 
holism of reading and writing activities as they are experienced into teachable 
elements;  
• Genre-based learning, which emphasises the relationship between the social 
functions of particular texts (text types), their structure, and the patterns of 
vocabulary and functional grammar that make the particular text effective for 
its social purpose;  
• Critical literacy approaches, which emphasise the fact that being an effective 
reader and writer involves understanding and using the points of view 
expressed and silenced in a text;  
• Cultural-practice-based approaches, which emphasise the language and cultural 
patterns of the immediate surrounding community to develop texts and embed 
students’ capabilities in the social routines as well as the appropriate language 
of the community. 
As is evident from the wide range of approaches to literacy reform, many 
schools are struggling with what the implementation of such reform actually looks 
like on the “frontline” (Griffith & Smith, 2014), struggling to achieve lasting, 
effective and successful school-wide change. One such approach to reform is through 
enacting whole-school reform through instructional program coherence. Newmann, 
Smith, Allensworth and Bryk (2001) assert that “reform efforts may fail to improve 
student achievement if they fail to strengthen instructional program coherence within 
schools” (p. 297). Thus, the politics of literacy policy and reform are complicated by 
the myriad of approaches, from large-scale reform, to local, contextualised, school-
based reform, the politics and power involved in school-based literacy reform is 
immense. 
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While education reform on a large scale has been implemented prior to the 
1960s, its failure to address issues of implementation at a local level meant that it 
was not until the 1990s that detailed progress was made to better empower teachers 
on the frontline. Fullan (2000) charts this return of large-scale reform, citing his 
review of three different case studies at a large scale, including: whole-school district 
reform involving all schools in a district; whole-school reform in which hundreds of 
schools attempt to implement particular models of change, and state or national 
initiatives in which all or most of the schools in the state are involved” (p. 5). Within 
the current implementation period of the Australian Curriculum, many schools 
continue to seek ways in which successful, school-wide reform is being achieved to 
meet the literacy standards across the curriculum. The difficulty is in promoting 
instructional program coherence by reaching an agreement on the different initiatives 
to adopt. 
In contrast, Thrupp and Lupton (2006) have long called for school contexts to 
be taken more seriously, challenging the influence of social justice on literacy reform 
matters and calling into question the significance of the influence school contexts 
have on school processes and student achievement. “There is now increasing concern 
to recognise and understand context in school effectiveness and school improvement 
research but such research needs to consider school context much more, in order to 
provide a stronger underpinning for contextualised policy and practice” (Thrupp & 
Lupton, 2006, p. 308). P-12 school contexts remain under-researched in this field 
which could offer a potentially valuable perspective on school context and literacy 
reform. 
In the adoption of school reform models, issues of power and politics often 
dominate. This is most evident in Snyder’s work on the politicisation of literacy, but 
Datnow’s (2000) work offers a slightly different perspective, offering insight into 
how and why Canadian schools adopt certain reforms and the cost of their 
implementation and sustainability; “States, districts, and schools are promoting and 
attempting whole school improvement through the use of externally developed 
reform designs” (p. 374). Datnow (2000) continued to articulate three distinct types 
of reform adoption processes, namely:  
i. Districts encouraging schools to choose among a set of reforms;  
ii. Districts pushing schools to adopt a particular reform;   
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iii. Principals bringing reform designs to their schools (p. 375). 
Although the district-based school system in Canada is somewhat different to our 
education system in Australia, it is interesting to note that the impetus for reform 
adoption did not arise from teachers in these schools. This is in direct contrast to the 
emergence and practitioner-led, whole-school literacy approach enacted at Sunnydale 
State College. While the curriculum change is externally mandated, external 
pressures of standardised testing have in part shaped the school’s improvement 
agenda. Yet, our whole-school approach was one that was not externally motivated, 
nor was it a compulsory requirement from school administration or executive. This 
implies a level of ownership, control and value that perhaps would be lost or 
completely silenced if such a literacy framework was the result of forced, mandated 
change. While the program at Sunnydale was driven by teachers from the ‘frontline’, 
and considering the importance of context (and the fact that this is a P-12 school), the 
College is still subject to wider, societal and historical discursive practices 
concerning ‘literacy improvement’. The contestation of ‘top-down’ versus ‘bottom-
up’ reform, such as faced here, is part of what Fullan (2009) terms “the challenge of 
change”, and continues to pose a significant dilemma for schools across the nation 
and indeed globally.  
It has become apparent across the globe that the field of education is seeing a 
major shift into deeper, purposeful action and large-scale reform. More specifically, 
Sharratt and Fullan’s work on school change for instance, has been influential in 
North America and Australia. In an attempt to answer the question “Where do 
educators start with so much data available to them?” Sharratt and Fullan (2013) 
outline 14 key parameters that they found in their research to be essential reform 
strategies to increase students’ achievement (which are reproduced below). 
1. Shared beliefs and understandings. 
a. Each student can achieve high standards given the right time and the right 
support. 
b. Each teacher can teach to high standards given the right assistance. 
c. High expectations and early and ongoing intervention are essential. 
d. Teachers and administrators need to be able to articulate what they do and 
why they teach the way they do (adapted from Hill & Crevola, 1999). 
2. Embedded literacy/instructional coaches. 
3. Daily, sustained focus on literacy instruction. 
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4. Principal instructional leadership. 
5. Early and ongoing intervention. 
6. Case management approach: Data walls, case-by-case meetings. 
7. Professional learning at school staff meetings. 
8. In-school grade/subject meetings: Collaborative marking of student work. 
9. Centralized resources. 
10. Commitment of district and school budgets for literacy learning and resources. 
11. Action research/collaborative inquiry. 
12. Parental and community involvements 
13. Cross-curricular literacy connections in each subject area. 
14. Shared responsibility and accountability. (Sharratt & Fullan, 2013, p. 45)  
It is quite apparent that shared beliefs and understandings are essential to 
school reform. The shared beliefs and understandings here, it can be argued, are 
reflected in the work at Sunnydale and the school’s commitment to a shared, 
common language approach to literacy. This whole-school approach also adheres to 
other key parameters mentioned above, including promoting cross-curricular literacy 
connections, shared responsibility, professional learning by staff at staff meetings 
and centralised resources. Furthermore, Sharratt and Fullan (2013) suggest that to 
achieve successful, instructional change, the four drivers of assessment, instruction, 
leadership and ownership are necessary to increase all students’ achievement. This is 
the case also for literacy achievement across schools. Yet, as schools are charged 
with making complex decisions in enacting literacy reform, the politicisation of 
literacy further adds to increasing pressures faced by schools, such as standardised 
literacy assessment in an era of data-driven compliance and accountability. 
2.4.3 Pressures of standardised literacy assessment. Mandated literacy 
assessment at the federal government level has been proven to profoundly impact the 
work of schools globally. An extensive review of international research conducted by 
Thompson (2013) has suggested that high-stakes testing is having a negative impact 
in schools. For instance, in Australia the introduction of the NAPLAN tests in 2008 
significantly increased pressures on schools to improve performance and meet higher 
demands of accountability. According to literature, the advent and pressures of 
NAPLAN and the data produced as a result of such standardised testing have been 
challenging and problematic adding to recent divisive debate of the “crisis in literacy 
education” in Australia, what Snyder (2008) terms the “literacy wars”, describing 
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this fierce debate like a battleground. High-stakes testing (like NAPLAN and the 
senior QCS Test) now largely informs data-driven school agendas. Lingard and 
Sellar (2013) similarly assert that this ‘catalyst data’ is pivotal to school and system 
accountability. On the other hand, others have called into question both the validity 
and reliability of the test results (Thompson, 2013) and condemn the limitation of the 
potential for it to disrupt “mechanisms of control as rigorous as the harshest 
confinement” (Thompson & Cook, 2012, p. 565). This has resulted in a variety of 
responses by schools to this reform. 
Data-driven reform and external accountability pressures have also led to the 
reorganisation of teachers’ work in response to federal policy with mixed effects 
(Comber, 2012). The impact on teacher self-efficacy and narrowing of the 
curriculum is supported by many studies which maintain that high-stakes 
standardised testing is actually having a detrimental effect on teachers and on literacy 
and numeracy learning (Dreher, 2012; Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012; Lingard & 
Sellar, 2012; Thompson, 2013; Thompson & Cook, 2012). Klenowski and Wyatt-
Smith (2012) warned of the impact of high-stakes testing in Australia with their 
insightful examination of the increased pressure on schools to account for teacher 
and school improvement. Other studies have revealed somewhat negative teacher 
reflections on the relevance and impact of this testing (Dreher, 2012). However, not 
all research has suggested that such data is without positive merit and use in schools. 
To the contrary, the accessibility of NAPLAN data and increasing tensions 
created to improve literacy benchmarks can provide an impetus for literacy 
development, as well as policy and pedagogy change. For instance, Wildy (2012) has 
argued that NAPLAN assessment data can be embraced as a medium to drive change 
and raise student learning expectations. While standardised testing continues to 
remain part of a problematic and highly politicised agenda, there is no denying that 
the availability of such data has also been the driving force for school improvement. 
However, as Sharratt and Fullan (2013) assert we should not forget to put faces on 
the data, nor should we forget to “capture the human side of learning” (p. 45) and 
make students’ day-to-day learning and success for life our core business. The case 
study here is in part a reaction of one school’s example of meeting such pressures 
and demands in this data-driven era and working towards a common language to use 
day-to-day by staff and students alike. The school’s goal of establishing a common 
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language across P-12 would allow teachers to develop and build students’ literacy 
skills through a unified framework, and assist in NAPLAN and QCS test preparation. 
This study then seeks to explore teachers’ literacy understandings, commitments, and 
their experiences in enacting the common language approach, asking: What do they 
know, understand and believe literacy to be? What is going on in practice? Is it 
working?  
2.4.4 The ‘messiness’ of policy enactment and the role of the teacher. The 
role of the teacher in policy enactment must not be understated, although limited 
research currently exists in the complex practice of what is actually involved in the 
enactment process. A key aspect of my own motivation for this study (and thus 
pursuit of practitioner inquiry) at my own school was to ask such questions as: 
“What are we supposed to do now? What is actually going on in our classrooms? 
What do teachers actually think of the program? Where to from here?” I wanted to 
explore how exactly our teachers and my colleagues were involved in making what 
Rizvi and Kemmis call ‘interpretations of interpretations’ (1987). As Ball, Maguire 
and Braun (2012) assert “Policy is done by and done to teachers; they are actors and 
subjects, subject to and objects of policy. Policy is written onto bodies and produces 
particular subject positions” (p. 3), then how was literacy policy enactment being 
done by teachers in my school and how was it being done to them? What role do 
these very important actors, subjects and bodies play? Of particular focus here in 
practitioner inquiry and at the core of this study was hearing from the teachers 
themselves and their own self-reported experiences. I wanted to explore what it was 
like on the ‘frontline’ of enactment and to uncover precisely what some of the 
nuanced  negotiations and interpretations were of this often “sophisticated, 
contingent, complex and unstable” (Ball, 1994, pp. 10-11) process of schools and 
teachers translating text into action, of interpreting policy and putting it ‘into’ 
practice.   
On policy work in education, Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard and Henry (1997) have 
long urged that “we need to observe politics in action, tracing how economic and 
social forces, institutions, people, interests, events and chance interact” (p. 70). As 
policy enactment involves complex processes of translation, interpretation and re-
contextualisation, more must be understood of the role such people, the teachers on 
the frontline, have in this policy-enactment interaction. Consequently, a criticism of 
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current literature by Ball, Maguire and Braun (2012) out of the United Kingdom 
contests the lack of depth and exploration (especially in regards to literacy policy 
reform) into understanding the HOW of policy enactment and the role of teachers as 
interpreters, arguing:  
“They do not help us understand how and why school leaders and 
schoolteachers negotiate with, manage and put sometimes conflicting policies 
into practice simultaneously. Even more crucially, many of the school-based 
policy implementation studies conceive of the school itself as a somewhat 
homogenous and de-contextualised organisation that is an undifferentiated 
‘whole’ into which various policies are slipped or filtered into place, either 
successfully or ‘unsuccessfully’ – whatever that might mean” ( Ball, Maguire 
& Braun, 2012, p. 4) 
This study seeks to fill this gap of providing one such case study example of one P-
12 school’s approach that is contextualised and which examines the successful and 
unsuccessful interpretations and practices of literacy policy enactment. And 
“whatever that might mean” includes myriad complex and complicated ways in 
which policy is enacted, and this is just one school’s answer to trialling a whole-
school approach to put into practice. 
Teachers’ practice involves the interpretation and enactment of policy which 
is “open to erosion and undercutting by action [and] the embodied agency of those 
people who are its object” (Ball, 1994, pp. 10–11). Teacher agency and the role 
educators play in policy enactment are just two of many complex factors involved in 
putting policy into action. Other factors include external pressures (from standardised 
testing regimes), curriculum demands, the challenges and practicalities of the 
teaching profession (such as time, for instance, being of great significance and a 
potential barrier), the mandates of top-down executive orders and increasing levels of 
data-driven accountability. Teachers can be empowered or disempowered agents of 
change. The question of how policy enactment and complex meaning-making 
processes ‘fit in’ to the multiple and complex realities of teachers’ (and students’) 
lives (Freebody, Morgan, Comber & Nixon, 2014) is a dilemma. It could be argued 
that teachers are somewhat ‘invisible’, being marginalised or silenced in existing 
studies on policy reform and enactment which fail to convey in great depth and 
detail:  
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“…the way in which policies fit into the overall texture and rhythms of 
teachers’ work – the different times of year in schools and the deadening 
tiredness with which teachers often grapple. This is an overbearingly rational 
and emotionless world. The clash of personalities, the dedication and 
commitment, the ambition and burn-out, the humour and the moments of 
cynicism and frustration are all erased” (Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012, p. 5) 
 However, contemporary research such as that in the burgeoning field of practitioner-
based inquiry is ensuring that teachers’ voices and the experiences of those from the 
‘frontlines’ no longer remain silent.  
 In his essay reviewing Ball, Maguire and Braun’s influential work on “How 
schools do policy” (2012), Heimans (2014) argues that context is not seriously 
considered enough in education policy research. He applauds Ball and his colleagues 
for actually ‘taking context seriously’. Similarly, the work of Spillane (2004), 
Spillane, Reiser and Reimer (2002), Supovitz and Wienbaum (2008) emphasise the 
importance of how policy implementation and change is influenced by a range of 
individual, social and institutionally contextualised factors “which act as constraints, 
[while] pressures and enablers of policy enactment tend to be neglected” (p. 19). Part 
of my project has sought to shine a light on some of these school-specific factors, 
including teachers’ own self-reported understandings of literacy exploring how this 
has shaped and their reported literacy teaching experiences on the frontline in the 
classroom.  
Heimans (2014) further asserts that there has been a shift in policy research to 
move away from knowing what policy is, to shifting towards being concerned with 
the “messiness and unpredictability of what people do” (p. 308) with policy. There is 
no denying that indeed literacy policy enactment is a messy, unpredictable and often 
extremely contradictory business, as I will demonstrate here with my practitioner 
inquiry. Nevertheless, Spillane (2004) claims of policy implementation that “the 
story is morphed as it moves from player to player… this happens not because the 
players are intentionally trying to change the story; it happens because that is the 
nature of human sense-making” (p. 8). The significance of this point can be seen in 
the role of the teacher in policy enactment. To determine exactly how literacy policy 
reform and agendas are picked up and worked on in the day-to-day business of ‘real’ 
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schools (Singh, Heimans & Glasswell, 2014), like mine, the role of the teacher and 
the particular school approach to literacy must be carefully considered 
2.5 Current School Approaches to Literacy Enactment 
2.5.1 Cross-curriculum literacy approaches. Cross-curriculum literacy 
approaches are a common way to promote literacy standards, especially across 
primary and middle school contexts. Yet, approaches that are generalised across the 
curriculum face many barriers to implementation and to teacher commitment, 
especially from non-literacy specialists. There exists a perpetuation of resistance to 
content area literacy (Friedland, McMillen & Hill, 2011; Gillis, 2014; O’Brien & 
Stewart, 1990; O’Brien, Stewart & Moje, 1995; Sturtevant, 1996; Sturtevant & 
Linek, 2003), especially in secondary schools, and even has its origins in pre-service 
teacher education. This will be discussed further in the following sections, however, 
such resistance and disconnection between content literacy, curriculum and 
pedagogy especially in secondary schools continues to impede progress. “Continual 
improvement through aligned effort” (Masters, 2012, p. 6) has been seen by many as 
essential to any school improvement, but it requires a whole-school commitment to 
do so. It must come from “leadership practices that appear to be most directly related 
to school-wide improvements in teaching and learning” (Masters, 2010, p. 3). If not, 
there exists considerable research on past “failed” attempts at “systematically 
infusing literacy instruction into content area classes” (Cantrell & Callaway, 2008, p. 
1739). Therefore, school context is extremely important in considering the success of 
literacy reform, be it whole-school, cross-curriculum or discipline-based. 
An important distinction must also be made between whole-school and cross-
curriculum approaches to literacy. Instructional program coherence is the aim of 
whole-school programs, which differ from cross-curriculum approaches that can be 
fragmented and incoherent (Newmann, Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 2001) in their 
application across the curriculum in all discipline areas. However, this proposed 
study offers one example of how a school is enacting a whole-school program with a 
common language approach to literacy for all teachers across Prep to Year 12 to use 
across all content areas. Therefore, such an approach must move beyond the 
constraints of content areas, to whole-school methods and a whole-staff commitment 
for it to be successful and purposeful. However, it also needed to be organised in a 
way to avoid fragmentation across the curriculum. 
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Literacy programs in the early years and Primary school settings have been 
widely documented (Ainley, Fleming & McGregor, 2002; Christie & Derewianka, 
2008; English, Hargreaves, & Hislam, 2002; Medwell & Wray, 2013 to name just a 
few). Particular reform in the early years, such as Victoria’s state-wide program 
called The Early Years Literacy Program (Department of Education and Training, 
Victoria, 1999) which is based on a whole-school approach to literacy has had some 
success. Further to this, currently middle school contexts are emerging as a growing 
site for cross-curriculum and disciplinary-based literacy approaches in Australia and 
internationally (which will be further expanded upon in this Chapter in section 2.4.1). 
The research plan proposed here is similar to the work conducted in Western 
Australia by Faulkner and associates Oakley, Rohl, Lopes and Solosy (2011; 2012), 
which examined a case study of embedding literacy strategies across the middle 
school curriculum. This is clearly indicative of a cross-curriculum approach.  
An integral goal of The Making the Links project, (a joint venture between the 
Catholic Education Office of Western Australia and University of Western 
Australia), which Faulkner (2012) termed “almost revolutionary” (p. 9), was to “help 
teachers explore ways of integrating literacy teaching and learning with content 
teaching in Year 7–9” (2012, p. 9).  The focus of this study was firmly on engaging 
staff in professional learning that “involved a range of collaborative, practical and 
professional processes… building teacher capacity to support adolescent literacies 
across the secondary school curriculum” (Faulkner, Oakley, Rohl, Lopes & Solosy, 
2012, p. 25). The findings were that as a result of the two year project, attitudes and 
enthusiasm across departments, in relation to literacy, changed with members across 
the school being involved in their own Literacy Committee and staff from across the 
school supporting the project (Faulkner, 2012, p. 16). A similar approach is being 
explored in my study, except on a wider scale in a Prep to Year 12 College, and 
within the context of a Queensland state school. My study is aimed at looking at the 
under-researched topic of whole-school literacy programs that go beyond mandated 
and forced reform, and are purposeful, collaborative, collective as a whole-staff and 
teacher-led (to be further elaborated in section 2.5.3).  
As already outlined, literacy is of critical concern to educators, yet teaching 
strategies designed to explicitly address literacy development across the curriculum 
“often go unused in content area classrooms, even though information about these 
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methods has been disseminated through widely attended [programs]” (Sturtevant & 
Linek, 2003, p. 74), from pre-service study to in-service professional development 
programs (O’Brien, Stewart & Moje, 1995). Further, Sturtevant and Linek’s 2003 
study focused on a group of “outstanding” content area middle and secondary school 
teachers and their perceptions of influences that affect their instruction, including 
uses of literacy, and their views on “good” teaching. Similarly, in my study teachers’ 
knowledge and understanding of what constitutes literacy will affect their classroom 
instruction of it, as well as their perceptions of school professional development 
programs on literacy and will be explored in detail. 
With a renewed interest in adolescent literacy, there has been a greater 
emphasis placed on the integration of literacy across the content areas (Biancarosa & 
Snow, 2004; Draper, 2008), or a cross-curriculum approach, especially in middle and 
high school sectors. This is articulated by Draper, Smith, Hall and Sieber’s (2005) 
“literacy-content dualism”, a phenomenon coined in their study where they confront 
the challenging competing dichotomy of balancing the teaching of content and the 
teaching of explicit literacy skills. Draper and colleagues pose the question: “What's 
more important - literacy or content?” (Draper, Smith, Hall, Sieber, 2005, p. 12). 
Disciplinary approaches are indeed growing alternatives gaining support in schools 
(Fang & Schleppegrell, 2010). There is no denying that, according to the literature, 
content literacy is difficult to infuse into the secondary school, due to what O’Brien, 
Stewart and Moje (1995) assert to be the complexities of curriculum, pedagogy and 
school culture (which will be elaborated in section 2.4.2). 
Such complexities are discussed in a recent publication by Collin (2014), 
where he applies a Bernsteinian analysis to two approaches of teaching content area 
literacy. The two approaches include a strategies-based approach (which is similarly 
adopted at Sunnydale State College through the Literacy Committee) of general 
literacy strategies and practices of reading, writing, speaking, thinking and listening 
across the curriculum, and a disciplinary approach attuned to particular discipline 
areas or KLAs. Collin (2014) describes the debate as follows: 
One of the most productive debates currently underway in literacy studies 
revolves around content area literacies… Parties to the debate argue over 
whether and how content area literacies should be taught as discrete sets of 
practices used in discrete communities… [while others] emphasise 
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continuities across content areas and promote common strategies for literate 
work in different subjects which is often called a “strategies approach” to 
teacher content area literacy. (pp. 1-2) 
Current pedagogical practices, from the United States to Australia, support 
the dualism of strategies-based versus disciplinary approaches, providing further 
evidence of the disparities which exist between literacy, content knowledge and other 
conflicting approaches (Collin, 2014; Draper et al., 2005; Faulkner, House, Oakley, 
Lopes & Solosy, 2012). Lester (2000) goes so far as to pose the question "Does 
literacy fit into content instruction in high school classrooms?" (p. 10), researching 
the perceptions of in-service, beginning, and pre-service secondary teachers 
regarding the role of literacy in teaching. This dual role of content knowledge and 
literacy is problematic as many teachers perceive the two to be in contrast or even in 
opposition to each other. This is largely present in the research conducted in high 
school contexts, such as Sturtevant’s study (1996) on the lifetime influences on the 
literacy-related instructional beliefs of experienced high school teachers (in this case 
within the content area of history), where many teachers struggle with the “dilemmas 
and tensions faced in their instructional decision-making” and an "overloaded 
curriculum" (pp. 250- 251). This study reaffirms that teachers feel frustrated when 
trying to integrate new activities that would enhance learning into their instructional 
planning. Literacy, it seems to many, is sadly yet another burden or frustration and 
not considered their responsibility. 
2.5.2 Disciplinary literacy approaches. For many years there have been 
calls for an emphasis on the content area specific or disciplinary-based approach to 
literacy in schools. However, in secondary school contexts especially, the resistant 
attitudes towards literacy in content areas beyond English have been well 
documented (Cantrell & Callaway, 2008; Draper, Smith, Hall & Sieber, 2012; 
McCoss-Yergian & Krepps, 2010).  
Friedland, McMillen and Hill (2011) in their study on crossing the maths-
literacy divide, attempt to address the long-standing misconception that mathematics 
teachers feel that they do not need to address and promote adolescent literacy 
instruction, combating the frequently heard words: “But I’m not an English teacher!” 
(p. 57). Alternatively, Draper (2008) has argued to retain the focus on content-area 
disciplinary literacy, rather than labelling it adolescent literacy, to “address and 
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encompass the education of all children and youth” (p. 60). This is particularly 
imperative now, when content-area teachers must educate increasing numbers of 
students with a range of cultural and linguistic differences and diverse learning needs 
in the mainstream classroom.  
Supporting discipline literacy “requires content area teachers to foster 
students’ engagement in practices that provide them with opportunities to gain access 
to knowledge as well as opportunities to engage in a critique of new knowledge and 
disciplinary practices through the reading of disciplinary texts” (Fang & 
Schleppegrell, 2010, p. 588). The diversity of student populations means that 
disciplinary literacy has its own merits and challenges, especially for teachers not 
trained as literacy specialists. Clearly teacher attitudes towards literacy and their 
understanding of it do greatly impact the implementation and instruction of literacy 
programs, strategies and instructional reform in content area classrooms. 
However, what is also significant is the literature which indicates that this 
dimension of resistance is not exclusively a problem in high schools, but goes 
beyond this to beginning and even pre-service teachers (Cantrell & Hughes, 2008; 
Lester, 2000; O’Brien & Stewart, 1990; O’Brien et al., 1995; Sturtevant, 1996). 
O’Brien and Stewart (1990) found this to be “deeply rooted in beliefs and traditions 
of school life relating to teachers’ roles and allegiance to content disciplines” in their 
study of pre-service teachers’ perspectives on “why every teacher is not a teacher of 
reading” (p. 101). Some pre-service teachers view literacy and content reading 
instruction as “irrelevant to their future success as teachers” (Ibid., p. 101). Further to 
this, according to the literature, some pre-service and experienced teachers view 
literacy instruction as an added task, causing some teachers to resent the idea 
(Cantrell & Hughes, 2008). More must be done to combat the long-standing concerns 
of content area teachers to help them better integrate and implement literacy 
practices into their instructional pedagogy. The common language approach which 
features in this study is one such proposed enactment.  
While there are many factors which shape teachers’ literacy pedagogical 
practices, it is vital that in order “to learn how and why teachers use literacy within 
the subjects they teach, it is necessary to examine [their] beliefs” (Readence, Kile & 
Mallette, 1998, p. 143) of both literacy and their specialised content areas. This 
directly informs the shaping of the focus questions for my case study. A number of 
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these influences for example, have been highlighted by Faulkner and associates 
(2012) in their consideration of literacy education in Australia and the key literature 
of Moje, 2008; O’Brien et al., 1995 and Sturtevant & Linek, 2003. To compliment 
such influences, Sturtevant and Linek (2003) have prescribed a number of 
“dilemmas” that interfere with attempts to increase the use of learning area literacy in 
secondary classrooms, including “time constraints, a rigid curriculum, inflexible 
assessment regimes (including high stakes testing such as NAPLAN), and the 
potential clash between literacy instructional approaches and traditional learning area 
approaches” (p. 75). All of these considerations, in conjunction with exploring 
teachers’ experiences in enacting a whole-school common language approach to 
literacy, impact this case study.   
2.5.3 Whole-school approaches to literacy. There has been a preoccupation 
across the globe with whole system reform (Harris, 2011). This has led to increasing 
‘teaching to the test’ mentalities, accountability pressures and an obstinate focus on 
the pervasive effects of this highly politicised agenda (Thompson, 2013; Dreher, 
2012; Lingard & Sellar, 2012; Thompson & Cook, 2012). However, a common 
language approach to address this is supported by current research into instructional 
program coherence (Newmann, Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 2001). Conversely, the 
literature has indicated that there is a pervasive view in Australia that “the main 
responsibility for teaching literacy lies initially with primary school teachers and 
later with English learning area teachers” (Faulkner et al., 2012, p. 37). Teacher 
resistance is a significant barrier for any progress to be made in schools towards 
literacy reform, including my school. 
For a whole-school approach to be achieved, students’ learning can be greatly 
improved by building literacy instruction into all teaching areas. This cannot occur 
without a committed and coherent approach, including explicit school improvement 
frameworks that are directed by school and curriculum leaders, and accompanied by 
targeted resources (Frost & Durrant, 2010; Hill & Crevola, 1999; Newmann, Smith, 
Allensworth & Bryk, 2001). Similarly, many whole‐school approaches to literacy 
teaching feature in the early years a prevention and intervention model. Yet, “The 
level of multi-disciplinary complexity and activity of the field has increased, while 
not paralleled by an increase in effective inter-disciplinary collaboration” (Comber & 
Freebody, 2013, p. 66). Whole-school reform helps to promote instructional program 
66 Chapter 2: Literature Review 
coherence, but without strong leadership, professional development and support, 
teachers cannot take the next step and go beyond the strategies to contextualise them 
within their own disciplinary areas and everyday practices. 
  Adopting whole-school approaches to literacy has been seen as a 
considerable trend recently in Australia, especially in conjunction with the 
implementation of the national Australian Curriculum (ACARA, 2013). Many 
schools are adopting and committing to a whole-school approach to promote 
improvements in literacy for all students across the curriculum. For instance, Crevola 
and Hill (1998; and Hill & Crevola, 1999), found in their work on evaluating a 
whole-school approach to prevention and intervention in early literacy, that such a 
whole-school approach “impacted substantially” (p. 150) on student learning and 
literacy improvement. While this Victorian study focussed on a program designed to 
target students at risk who needed intervention, it demonstrated this emerging 
emphasis on whole-school approaches to literacy and its benefits.  
  Common school-wide approaches are supported by substantial research into 
the benefits of instructional program coherence. Instructional program coherence, as 
defined by Newmann and colleagues (2001), is “a set of interrelated programs for 
students and staff that are guided by a common framework for curriculum, 
instruction, assessment, and learning climate and that are pursued over a sustained 
period” (p. 297). This definition is useful as it fits the whole-school framework 
established at our College and one school’s answer to enacting literacy policy across 
the curriculum with whole-school reform. 
Whole-school reform and the importance of teacher leadership within these 
‘teacher learning communities’ or ‘professional learning communities’ is now well 
documented in the literature. Principally, a ‘professional learning community’ (PLC) 
can be defined as “an ongoing process through which teachers and administrators 
work collaboratively to seek and share learning and to act on their learning, their goal 
being to enhance their effectiveness as professionals for students’ benefit (Mintzes, 
Marcum, Messerschmidt-Yates, & Mark, 2013, p. 1204).This is also comparative 
with Wenger’s (1991, 2000) communities of practice. Similarly, other research such 
as that of Harris (2011) on system improvement through collective capacity building 
and promoting PLCs has purported that this “is a means of meaningful system-wide 
reform and is integral to improving pedagogical practice and student learning 
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outcomes” (pp. 625-627). This is particularly so for literacy reform also (see Draper, 
2008). Sunnydale State College can also be characterised as a unique PLC with the 
aforementioned strategic committee structure who are committed to facilitating this 
whole-school approach to literacy. 
The positive effects of such collaborative practices are well supported by the 
literature. Yet with the nature of literacy education, shared literacy teaching practices 
and collaboration across the curriculum is nothing new. Frost and Durrant (2010) 
write of the empowerment of teacher-led learning communities that strengthen the 
capacity for continuous improvement. However, as Leithwood and Jantzi (1990) 
point out very little is known about how they develop, and more research is needed 
to look directly into what school principals and executives can do to build and assist 
in such development. Teacher leadership is progressively being seen as an integral 
component in the promotion of school improvement and literacy reform, yet research 
on this phenomenon is limited, especially outside of the United States (Muijs & 
Harris, 2006; Harris, 2011).  
2.5.4 The role of professional development. There is considerable empirical 
research supporting the impact of literacy coaches (Faulkner, 2012; Nielsen, Barry & 
Staab, 2006) and content area literacy teachers (Draper, 2008) on benefiting the 
‘whole-school’ culture and building teacher-led, internal professional development 
within schools. “Attention to culture, as part of school reform, is driven by evidence 
that traditional school cultures, based on norms of autonomy and isolation, create a 
work context in which realising the central aspirations of school reform is highly 
unlikely” (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990, p. 250). Extended professional development 
with coaching (Cantrell & Hughes, 2008), as well as teacher-led initiatives (like the 
study of Wilson, Grisham and Smetana, 2009), have been shown to help promote 
positive literacy reform and change in schools and school culture.  Thus, it is 
apparent that teacher-led school improvement, teacher leadership in capacity 
building, and professional development that is ongoing, collaborative and interactive 
(Copland, 2003; Jetnikoff & Smeed, 2012), are all components closely linked to 
successful whole-school approaches.  
Further to this, Commeyras and DeGroff’s (1998) findings in their study on 
teaching reading supported the conclusion  “that an important aspect of professional 
development that will affect practice involves having direct experience with new 
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ideas and having opportunities to work closely with other adults” (p. 460), that is 
their own colleagues and other teaching professionals. The important influence of 
learning from other professionals’ practice can also be linked to the success and 
value of practitioner-based inquiry. Thus, this study explores a similar collaborative 
reform which emerged in part from a practitioner-led, whole-school literacy 
approach. A discussion of the influence of the teacher-led professional development 
as part of the whole-school program will be discussed later in Section 5.3.2 in 
Chapter 5.  
2.6 Conclusion 
While there exists extensive sociological interest in literacy, and literacy 
reform and education, little research has addressed literacy reform and instructional 
programs within P-12 school contexts. It is proposed that this study will inform a gap 
in the lack of practitioner inquiry in the research literature, giving voice to teachers 
and workers on the ‘frontline’ of literacy policy enactment. The relevance here of a 
whole-school program in a P-12 context also seeks to add to the contribution of this 
study in the wider field of literacy and literacy education. P-12 schools provide a 
unique opportunity for the developmental sequencing and tailoring of school 
curriculum and common curriculum strategies, with opportunities for teachers to 
achieve collaboration across sub-school and discipline boundaries.  
However, as it has been noted previously and will be detailed further in the 
Chapter 5 findings, a key limitation to this study was the concerning lack of 
participation from the JS teachers. This represents a defining limitation of the study, 
but itself contributes to an analysis of the data and commitment of the respondents, 
as it could be argued that those who were invested participated, and those that were 
not invested did not. Yet the very busy lives of teachers within our school and the 
much smaller population of JS teachers to MS and SS teachers must be considered. 
There is potential in a case study of this nature to explore how one school is 
attempting to answer and enact policy with a common language approach across the 
whole school with a goal to greater program coherence. I propose that through an 
exploration of teachers’ reported understandings of literacy, as well as their different 
reported experiences in implementing the literacy framework, it will benefit more 
than just teachers from our school site, but beyond as well. This work has never been 
so crucial at a time when “literacy for all” is, purportedly, everyone’s business. 
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Chapter 3:  Research Design and Methods 
3.1 Introduction  
Upon reflection on the motivation for my study amidst the rising concerns 
about literacy education globally, I felt there was an urgency to explore ‘how’ we 
were going about literacy education at Sunnydale. So in drawing on a constructivist 
research paradigm and view of knowledge I began my study, adopting a practitioner 
inquiry approach as both a lens through which to view my project, and as a 
methodological tool of research inquiry.  In this chapter, I will describe my research 
design and methodology (including how it emerged), that allowed me to address my 
research questions regarding the social phenomena of literacy and literacy education 
as enacted at Sunnydale.  
In this chapter, I outline my chosen methodological framework, and 
rationalise the adoption of critical practitioner inquiry in the form of an exploratory 
case study. In Section 3.2 I present the Research Questions that guided the design 
and execution of my study. Following this, in Section 3.3, I provide an overview of 
the research design and methodology adopted here. In Section 3.4, I outline the 
instruments and methods of data collection which I carried out, and discuss how the 
three data sets were analysed with a variety of analytic tools in Section 3.5. After 
providing the final timeline in Section 3.6, Section 3.7 concludes this chapter with 
the ethical considerations of the research and the measures put in place to address 
possible problems or limitations of the study. 
The following provides a brief overview of the overall research design. The 
project is informed by a constructivist qualitative research paradigm and a socio-
cultural view of literacy, as defined in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1. The foci of this case 
study involved exploring teachers’ understandings of literacy, as well as teachers’ 
varied experiences in committing to and enacting a whole-school common language 
approach to literacy. Multiple sources of data were collected and analysed 
(documents, a survey and interviews), involving a series of three phases. A 
practitioner inquiry approach (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009) was used as the case 
study was conducted on the school at which I teach. A practitioner journal supported 
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the reflective processes necessary in a practitioner inquiry. This was a key tool used 
to promote reflexivity, which also aided in documenting the reflective process. 
Elements of critical discourse analysis (CDA) (Fairclough, 2003; Rogers, 2005) were 
applied to the document analysis. The document analysis also informed the other two 
phases of the whole-school survey and teacher interviews. Simple descriptive 
statistics of categorical data (Creswell, 2014), including frequencies and percentages 
were applied to the survey, with responses to the open-ended items thematically 
coded. Thematic analysis and some elements of CDA were applied to the teacher 
interview transcripts. The survey informed the participant selection of the teacher 
interviews and was used to achieve triangulation and reflexivity.  
3.2 Research Questions 
The following overarching research question addressed by this case study is:  
What are the teachers’ understandings of literacy and what are their 
experiences in enacting a whole-school common language approach 
to literacy across the curriculum in one metropolitan P-12 state 
college? 
The following research sub-questions re-stated here have guided the study: 
1) What are the teachers’ understandings of "literacy"? 
2) What are the reported experiences of different teachers in 
enacting the whole-school common language approach to literacy, 
(including their self-reported commitments to it, and self-reported 
successes, challenges and limitations)? 
3.3 Research Design  
The research design of my study is represented in Figure 3.1. I will explain 
the research design and methods in detail in the subsequent sections. 
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Figure 3.1. Graphic 
representation of the research 
design and methodology 
- Thematic analysis of interview data 
- Elements of CDA 
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3.3.1 Constructivist paradigm. For this study, I adopted a constructivist paradigm, 
which views the nature of knowledge as one of “individual or collective reconstructions 
coalescing around consensus” (Lincoln, Lynham & Guba, 2011, p. 99).  In other words, 
knowledge is a shared social construction. The approach adopted adheres to the constructivist 
paradigm tradition, following what Guba (2011) describes as understanding and interpreting 
“the meaning of phenomena obtained from the joint construction/reconstruction of meaning 
of lived experience… to inform praxis” (p. 106). The basic methodological assumption of 
constructivism, as defined by Guba and Lincoln (1989), is the “process by which 
constructions entertained by the several involved individuals and groups (stakeholders) are 
first uncovered and plumbed for meaning and then confronted, compared, and contrasted” 
(Guba & Lincoln, 2001, p. 8). The adoption of this approach was appropriate here, as the 
study sought to understand the central phenomena of literacy and literacy teaching from 
teachers’ own perspectives. 
  A constructivist paradigm, therefore, aligns appropriately with the central 
phenomenon of this study – teachers’ understandings of literacy and their experiences in 
enacting the whole-school literacy approach. Such a form of inquiry is helpful in exploring, 
understanding and explaining central social phenomena in the world, in this case literacy and 
literacy teaching in one school. The choice to include a range of different sources of data was 
aimed at achieving greater transparency and validity. An integrated approach of combining 
different data collection methods means an “increased confidence in the enquiry can be 
achieved” (Baumfield, Hall and Wall, 2013, p. 66). Combining data sets allowed for a more 
extensive collection of data from staff about their experiences from different perspectives on 
the same phenomenon – both internal (about their thinking, beliefs, values and attitudes) and 
external (through their reported experiences and school data). The principle of giving all staff 
the opportunity to have a voice and an opportunity to respond was also an important aim of 
my practitioner inquiry. I genuinely wanted to hear what they all thought, believed and 
experienced. The study sought to openly understand the ‘other’ (being the teachers), and is 
aimed at looking for tensions, contestations and contradictions in the data between such 
perspectives, asking questions like: ‘What do they really understand literacy to be? How do 
they really perceive the school’s literacy framework? What are their self-reported experiences 
of the literacy framework enactment? Is it really a whole-school approach?’  
3.3.2 Practitioner inquiry. The beginnings of practitioner research emerged from 
origins within the action research tradition. From the work of Lewin in the 1940s, to action 
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research in education in the 1950s (e.g., Corey, 1949, 1953, 1954), the belief developed that 
teachers would likely find the results of their own research more relevant and useful than that 
of outsiders (Anderson, Herr & Nihlen, 1994). The literature suggests that prominent 
developments in educational research have resulted in newer definitions of practitioner 
inquiry. For instance, the idea of teachers as researchers (Burton, Brundrett & Jones, 2014), 
and educational research as continuous professional development (Cantrell & Hughes, 2008), 
is gaining prominence. Murray and Lawrence (2000) postulate that “by engaging in 
systematic enquiries into one’s own practices the possibilities for improvements in practice 
are made real” (p. 6). Exploring real, “lived experiences” (Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2001, p. 
5) of literacy policy and programs being put into practice is essential to my practitioner-based 
inquiry. 
Epistemologically, such research is highly valuable. For instance, Cochran-Smith and 
Lytle (2009) define teacher research as “a genre of practitioner inquiry that has unique 
potential to challenge common assumptions about knowers, knowing and knowledge for the 
improvement of teaching and learning that are operating in schools” (p. 39). Its application in 
my study explores teachers’ knowing and understandings of literacy, and how they perceive 
the concept of literacy and the College’s whole-school common language approach as well. 
Commeyras and DeGroff (1998), in their US study on literacy professionals’ perspectives on 
professional development and pedagogy, explored the significance of teacher research and 
the related concerns about who should and can produce knowledge. They investigated the 
extent to which practitioner research influences other educators’ thinking. Commeyras and 
DeGroff (1998) found in their study that a significant influence on literacy professionals’ 
beliefs and practices was learning from other professionals’ experiences. Thus, the 
importance of practitioner research and teachers learning from other teaching professionals is 
supported by Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s (2009) work on practitioner inquiry, which critically 
informs the approach adopted by this study.   
 Cochran-Smith and Lytle (2009) further delimit the definition of practitioner research, 
discussing the notion of “inquiry as stance”. They explain that teacher research is more than 
just a project or bounded activity but is rather “a larger epistemological stance, or a way of 
knowing about teaching, learning and schooling” (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009b, p. 44). 
This definition of practitioner inquiry is applied to the study and is useful as a critical 
framework to explore change and to better understand (literacy) teaching as praxis – the 
interrelationship between theory and practice. This is beneficial, for example, to understand 
 Chapter 3: Research Design and Methods 75 
how teachers’ actions are infused with multi-layered understandings of learners, social issues, 
institutions, broader agendas, policies and materials. Adopting such as view is also significant 
to analyse in detail the intricate nuances, subtleties and complexities (Ball, 1994, pp. 10-11) 
of the negotiations and interpretations of schools and teachers translating and interpreting 
policy and putting it into practice. Such a definition of “inquiry as stance” was applied to this 
case study in order to comprehend teachers’ understandings of literacy, and their commitment 
to and experiences of enacting the school’s literacy framework. 
 As shown previously in Figure 3.1, I adopt practitioner inquiry in part to ‘make the 
familiar strange’ (Erikson, 1984). However, as both practitioner and researcher, my dual roles 
or ‘hats’ that I have worn during this study locate me first inside as a “cultural insider” within 
Sunnydale and a participant in our “everyday” practices. And second, I am also looking from 
the outside as researcher, adopting a critical stance towards the case, allowing me to 
problematise what is reportedly happening with literacy education at Sunnydale. 
 Cochran-Smith and Lytle suggest “repositioning the collective intellectual capacity of 
practitioners” through their earlier work on an “‘outside-inside’ perspective that locates 
knowledge and expertise regarding practice outside of the contexts of practice in which that 
knowledge it to be used. From this perspective, practitioners are positioned as important in 
educational reform, to be sure, but they are important by virtue of their faithful 
implementation and application of outside expertise, skills, and techniques” (Cochran-Smith 
& Lytle, 2009a, p. 124). Although Cochran-Smith and Lytle helpfully address these terms, 
wearing both ‘hats’ as it were still raises questions for me. In adopting both perspectives from 
the inside and the outside, I needed to consider the ethical ramifications (which will be 
explored in Section 3.9), but also the implications of my findings. In part I still sought to 
empower teachers and practitioners themselves to take on this mantel and “reconfigure 
relationships inside and outside schools” (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009a, p. vii), as I have 
done like many other practitioner researchers.  
Practitioner inquiry research supports the now broadly accepted notion that to “nearly 
everybody interested in improving schools – researchers, policy makers, school-based 
leaders, politicians, parents – teachers and other practitioners are the key to educational 
change” (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009a, p. 2). Similarly, Tricoglus (2001) foregrounds the 
teacher’s commitment to practice as a strength of practitioner inquiry:  
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[Practitioner inquiry] denote[s] a commitment on the part of the researcher to examine 
the meaning of his/her professional practice and explore the possibilities for 
development within the context in which (s)he works. It is this centrality of the 
practitioner in exploring the links between knowledge and action, and the contexts 
that shape both of these, which is the strength of practitioner research, particularly for 
teachers. (pp. 136-137) 
Amidst the changing face of schools and the growing diversity of students within 
them, practitioners’ capacity to manage the plethora of factors impacting on schools today is 
of central interest to practitioner inquiry research. Such factors range from increasing changes 
to policy and curriculum, to the increased demands and accountability pressures involved in 
high-stakes data-driven performance measures. Teachers themselves are providing the link 
between theory and practice. Pedagogical practice is itself grounded in both, as theory and 
practice are related dialectically themselves (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009). Consequently, 
more and more educators are now expected to adopt greater roles in gathering and 
interpreting data as part of broader school improvement initiatives (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 
2009). Practitioner inquiry is integral to achieving a greater understanding of pedagogical 
change and reform, and what exactly is working or not in particular schools. 
Additionally, Cochran-Smith and Power’s (2010) work, which considers teacher 
preparation within the larger domain of teacher quality, asserts that preparing teachers as 
researchers has become increasingly emphasised in recent years in the United States. So 
much so that it was one of the ten major trends they identified in the literature (Cochran-
Smith & Power, 2010). The rise in practitioner-based research and inquiry is complimented 
by progress made in Australia with the introduction of the Australian Professional Standards 
for Teachers (AITSL). From 2010, these national standards have also reinforced professional 
engagement as a key domain of teaching (AITSL, 2014), encouraging reflective practice, 
with states and territories now aligning with these national standards. Further to this, across 
many contexts internationally “teacher research, action research, and other versions of 
practitioner research and inquiry are now part of the curriculum of professional preparation 
and continued professional development” (Cochran-Smith & Power, 2010, p. 11). There is an 
inherent assumption that in this era of data-driven accountability, teachers need to take a 
more active and critical role in their own reflective practices. The need to gain skills in 
gathering, interpreting and using data about student achievement is also foregrounded here as 
an integral part of teaching and learning, as is the requirement to continually improve 
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pedagogical practice. This study provides one such perspective on one school’s approach to 
improving literacy pedagogy practice.  
Amidst all of the research on policy reform, research into teachers’ engagement with 
policy enactment is a growing trend. Ball (1993) goes so far as to claim that enactment goes 
beyond mere “robotic reactivity” in implementation, but involves a far greater creative and 
collaborative “social action” (p. 12). The term “enactment” has been used here following 
Ball’s usage and description of the term, “the enactment of texts [including policy] relies on 
things like commitment, understanding, capability, resources, practical limitations, 
cooperation and (importantly) intertextual compatibility” (Ball, 1993, pp. 12-13). Thus, 
support for practitioner research on exactly how policy, and policy reform is enacted is 
greatly needed. 
While there can be some confusion over the variety of terms and labels which can be 
applied between teacher research, action research, practitioner-based inquiry and self-study 
(Campbell, 2013), all are rooted in constructivism and reflective practice. All of these 
synonymous terms for practitioner inquiry involve teachers and educators in the position of 
participants; learners and observers in their own classrooms. In general, practitioner inquiry 
entails a “systematic study of educational practices… that confront the educational 
practitioner in [their] daily educational life… [which is] the principle of professional 
experience as a resource” (Murray & Lawrence, 2000, p. 10). Professional experience is 
fundamental in this approach and becomes a prominent lens through which to investigate 
teachers’ views and practices. 
Further, it was useful to adopt Baumfield, Hall and Wall’s (2013) approach to the 
process of investigation as practitioner inquiry, where they see it as occupying the ground 
between reflection and action research, as indicated by the diagram in Figure 3.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.2 Positioning inquiry between reflection and action research 
(Baumfield, Hall & Wall, 2013, p. 4) 
Action Research Reflection   
Inquiry 
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Practitioner inquiry can be seen as a step in a process, or a trigger for further action. I 
adopt a similar perspective in this study, as the next step for my school in exploring the 
teachers’ experiences of enactment beyond the first stage involved asking questions such as: 
What do teachers understand about the framework? Where is this framework at? What are 
teachers actually doing in their classrooms and why? Continuing to reflect on this, so as to 
take further action in the future, is also an important step. 
I was well positioned within my school to undertake this practitioner inquiry, both in 
my role as an English teacher across the Middle and Senior schools, but also in my 
professional capacity as chair of the College’s Strategic Literacy Committee for the past three 
years. During the first year I was secretary of the Committee and for the past two years I have 
acted as Chair (as explained in detail previously in Section 1.6). I inherited the programs, 
initiatives and progress of previous Literacy Committees, and in my leadership role was also 
charged with the responsibility of liaising with our College executive team and the whole 
College staff to help guide our school’s strategic development under the very broad umbrella 
of ‘literacy’. I fulfil this role while also being an active teaching member of the English and 
Humanities faculties, and guiding curriculum and assessment planning and practices as Year-
level Subject Coordinator for multiple grades and subjects, as well as Humanities Faculty 
Coordinator since 2015. Accordingly, I have been in a powerful position to both observe and 
also help enact change in my school. 
The multiplicity of my different roles appropriately allows me to take on the 
additional responsibility of practitioner researcher, as I already collaborate with my own 
faculty-specific colleagues across our P-12 school context. I also work across all sub-schools 
in the College in my capacity as Literacy Committee Chair and have contact with teaching 
staff from the lower years of our Junior School through to the Middle and Senior School 
years. This role also has me working in association with our College executive team and 
faculty Heads of Department, reporting directly to our Junior School Principal who is the 
officer responsible for our committee. Occupying these various positions amplifies my 
perspective as practitioner researcher in seeking to understand fellow teachers’ literacy 
understandings, and their commitment to and experiences of enacting our school’s literacy 
framework in all of its successes, challenges and limitations. Nevertheless, this poses ethical 
considerations for conducting research which must be addressed.  
As I conducted this study within my own school context, my dual role as teacher and 
also researcher could have been problematic. Yet the value of this study was in keeping with 
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the practitioner inquiry tradition. As I reflected very early in the drafting stage on my 
proposal, I noted an attempt to keep in mind my dual position and involvement both as 
participant and researcher. I noted in my journal that: 
I find myself in an interesting place by adopting two very different roles that 
could in some way be incongruent with each other… Therefore, I am putting 
myself in an unusual position of analysing the work I am personally involved 
in. Yet who better to understand this framework than someone directly 
involved in its implementation? (Journal, 21 February, 2014) 
Such research into teachers’ understandings, commitments and experiences must 
therefore acknowledge and take into account my positions in the college and on the Strategic 
Committee. My dual roles are a potential asset here (as per my enthusiastic journal entry 
above), but also was considered a potential limitation and ethical concern for the study.  
A key principle of practitioner-based inquiry is that the “educational focus or research 
problem… derives from and informs the professional concerns of educators” (Murray & 
Lawrence, 2000, p. 9). Thus, the key organising principle and central focus of my research 
project on teachers’ experiences enacting this whole-school literacy framework was 
motivated by my own professional concerns and experiences within my school. I wanted to 
see “where we were at” and hoped this study could go on to inform the future practices of 
myself and my colleagues within my school. I believe that the study also has potential to 
inform the literacy pedagogy practices of others in contributing to a greater understanding of 
one P-12 school’s attempt at whole-school literacy education reform. For the purpose of this 
study, the terms practitioner research, or practitioner as researcher, and practitioner inquiry 
will be used throughout this project to reflect my role as both practitioner (teacher and 
participant) within my school and researcher within this bounded case study.  
Ginns, Heirdsfield, Atweh and Watters’ (2001) definition of action research and its 
inextricable links to practitioner inquiry and professional development are evident in this 
study. Such research can “empower teachers to examine their own beliefs, explore their own 
understandings of practice, foster critical reflection, and develop decision making capabilities 
that would enhance their teaching and help them assume control over their respective 
situation” (p. 129). This project was aimed at exploring teachers’ self-reported everyday 
experiences which provided the impetus for the inquiry. The three key aspects of practitioner 
research, that are all interrelated, have shaped this study – the intention of the inquiry, the 
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process by which it is carried out and the audience with which the inquiry is shared. This is 
represented in Figure 3.3, from the work of Baumfield, Hall and Wall (2013).  
Baumfield et al’s action research and practitioner-inquiry based work has significantly 
informed my project’s particular application of the practitioner-inquiry approach. From the 
impetus for this inquiry, and through my own personal agency as teacher-researcher, I have 
carried out this research by means of multiple data sets and collection tools. The study also 
involved the application of qualitative data analysis and interpretation, including CDA, 
simple descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages), thematic analysis and 
categorisation of the data (See Sections 3.4-3.5 for details). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3. Model of the dynamics of practitioner research 
(Baumfield, Hall & Wall, 2013, p. 5) 
The final reporting of findings to the audience has the “intention to set in motion specific 
changes in pedagogy and practices” through a “ripple” effect (Baumfield, Hall & Wall, 2013, 
p. 6) felt immediately within the school. It is hoped that this will also spread more widely 
through publications and recommendations within the wider field of literacy education.  
3.3.3 Case Study. Creswell has defined a case study as an in-depth exploration of a 
bounded system or unit (2014). Likewise, Merriam (1998) has  concluded that “the single 
most defining characteristic of case study research lies in delimiting the object of study, the 
case” (p. 27). The case study site (CSS) of a P-12 College is a defining characteristic of this 
study. Little research has been done on whole-school literacy programs across P-12 school 
contexts, yet it can potentially offer insight into staff and school collaboration across sub-
schools and the curriculum. Students potentially can transition through their full schooling 
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life from Prep to Year 12 in the one school.  Capacity exists, therefore, in P-12 schools as 
research sites for investigating larger scale, shared construction of literacy and literacy 
teaching practices, and what Sharratt and Fullan (2013) describe as “shared beliefs and 
understandings” (p. 45) between staff.. Case studies, such as the present one, with a focus on 
a whole-school program across grades P-12 may offer a contribution to the field beyond the 
bounded unit by shedding light on the potential and the limits of a whole-school common 
language approach and what policy enactment actually looks like from teachers’ own 
reported experiences.  
In many school contexts, both physical space and school organisation can act as 
barriers for communication and collaboration. In a P-12 context, such as in our school, while 
some barriers to collaboration exist, the P-12 College and the Strategic Committee 
organisation openly encourage and facilitate communication and collaboration across sub-
schools and faculties. For instance, staff members in specialist and support roles also take 
part in the committees, and each committee reports to a member of the executive directly, 
breaking down separate divisions. Sunnydale is a unique setting and part of the reason why 
this CSS was chosen. In this project, the following definition of case study as a research 
genre by Hamilton and Corbett-Whittier (2013) is applied: Case study as a genre can be 
defined as “a way of framing a particularity… [with] aims to capture the complexity of 
relationships, beliefs and attitudes within a bounded unit” (p. 10). The specified P-12 school 
context in this exploratory case study clearly forms the “bounded unit”.  
The approach adopted here was also informed by Merriam’s (1998) account of case 
study applications in education, using multiple sources of data to provide a better 
understanding of this phenomenon, enriching and adding to the depth and scope of the 
research. Multiple data sources also help in contextualising the data, as supported by 
Hamilton and Corbett-Whittier (2013). Further to this, to answer ‘what’ questions, one must 
focus on people and settings, looking for the meanings that exist in, emerge from, and are 
consequential for, those settings (Gubrium & Holstein, 1997, p. 14). This case study, like 
many types of case studies, is more emergent than preordinate; it is characterised by “open or 
emergent designs with the potential to shift focus in response to a growing understanding of 
the case” (Simons, 2009, p. 31) as this process unfolds. To conduct this case study, 
practitioner-based inquiry was integral to investigating the institutional practices of my own 
school site.  
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Although some aspects of case study research can be considered problematic (as 
further addressed in Section 3.7 on ethical considerations), the precise nature of a case study 
is also its strength. For instance, Stake (1995) has argued that the “utility of case research to 
practitioners and policy makers is in its extension of experience” (p. 245), asserting that case 
studies provide both “propositional and experiential knowledge”. Elliott and Lukes (2008) 
have also made a case for the notion that “situated judgments” (p. 87) need to be made by 
practitioners in context, with practitioners being both researchers and policy makers, and to 
consider both the advantages and limitations in the use of the ethnographic case study. The 
case study has educational value in its use as a prime strategy for developing educational 
theory (Bassey, 1999), illuminating educational policy and enhancing educational practice.  
Two further chief benefits of case study research are its flexibility and the ability of 
case studies to capture reality, or what Hodkinson and Hodkinson (2001) call “lived reality”. 
As they describe it, there is potential in case studies to “retain more of the “noise” of real life 
than many other types of research” (Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2001, p. 3). The benefits of the 
interview and survey design made it possible to capture some of the ‘noise’ of everyday 
teachers and their everyday lived experiences, views and concerns. The choice of a 
practitioner inquiry approach through a case study can be considered a positive strength as it 
allowed for the construction of knowledge within a chosen site to be explored in depth and 
has the potential to inform the practices of other schools in broader contexts beyond the 
bounded CSS. However, as will be explained later, issues of validity and ethics will be made 
apparent here, with particular attention given to the use of practitioner inquiry, to ensure the 
legitimacy of the study. 
3.3.4 Participant selection and sample. In this section I will provide a detailed 
outline of how the participants were selected and how the staff were sampled. Participant 
selection occurred within my case study’s bounded unit of a P-12 metropolitan state college, 
in two phases of this study. Firstly, however, it is important to note that as both a researcher 
and practitioner in the school, ethical considerations were made in the participant selection 
process, as well as respecting the research site with minimal disruption. Secondly, further 
efforts were made to meet the logistical and practical requirements of the school continuing 
as a working institution, and respecting the participants, consulting with what Creswell 
(2012) labels as “relevant gatekeepers” (p. 38) of the CSS. Also, the procedures for selecting 
the participants did vary depending on the data collection instrument and research phase. 
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Teacher participation occurred in two of the three data collection phases within the 
study. All teaching staff was given the opportunity to respond to the whole-staff survey, 
which was delivered electronically and completed anonymously. The sample size of teaching 
staff was approximately 150, and participation was voluntary, so an estimated 30-50 
respondents was the desired goal for the survey to achieve an appropriate response rate 
(Creswell, 2014). In the end, 37 was the total number of respondents who fully completed the 
survey. Although this response rate was relatively low (around 25% of the total teaching 
population at Sunnydale), it was acceptable as the survey was just one out of the three data 
sets, and was analysed in conjunction with the interview response data as well. Triangulation 
was attempted by combining all three data sets to minimise response bias and promote 
reflexivity, as will be explained further in Section 3.7.  
Initially, the survey was only open to respondents for three weeks at the end of June. 
However, due the limited number of responses and considering the institutional demands of 
the school site (the survey was activated during a period of school reporting and coinciding 
with a holiday break), the survey response time was extended for another four weeks into the 
next term into July. Communication of the survey was made electronically via e-mail, as well 
as in person during a whole-staff meeting, with reminders sent via e-mail, disseminated by an 
independent member of the study on the administration team (Senior School HOD). The 
Survey was designed and implemented using QUT software Key Survey, which also was used 
to run and prepare summary reports of the data findings. This software was the preferred 
QUT tool because all data remained secure behind the QUT firewall, rather than stored 
externally, which assisted in maintaining ethical standards of the project, as well as secure 
usage and storage of data during this study. 
As I had planned, volunteers were selected from the staff survey to participate in the 
interview phase. In general at the meeting in which the staff was informed of the study, an 
open invitation to all staff and key stakeholders as significant “gatekeepers” (Creswell, 2014) 
of knowledge involved were invited to participate (the next section outlines the sub-school 
positions and KLA/subject areas of the survey respondents/participants). From there, 
participants volunteered via e-mail (with a couple of participants responding to me in person) 
to be involved with the one-on-one interviews post-completion of the survey. As the survey 
data informed the semi-structured interviews, I was looking for a diverse representation and 
variety of participants. Of the nine respondents who volunteered, six were chosen to be 
interviewed (based on a spread across years employed at Sunnydale, teaching experience, 
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age, gender, sub-school and KLAs taught). This variety in participant demographics is 
represented in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 with participant details (and pseudonyms applied to all 
participants to ensure their privacy and confidentiality in remaining anonymous).  
Table 3.1 Teacher interview participant demographics 
 
Demographic Category Data of interview participants  
(in no particular order to preserve anonymity of the respondents) 
Age range: 25, 27, 27, 29, 49, 50 
 
Total teaching 
experience: 
1st year, 3rd year, 6th year, 7th year, 10th year, 28th year 
 
Teaching experience at 
Sunnydale: 
1st year, 2nd year, 2nd year, 6th year, 7th year, 26th year at Sunnydale 
 
 
Table 3.2 Teacher interview participant details 
 
Interview 
Participant 2 
Month 
interviewed 
Sub 
schools 
Faculties represented 
Daniel August SS English 
Penny August SS Humanities (Philosophy & Reason) + past 
English teacher 
Peter September MS-SS Mathematics 
William September JS Performing Arts (Music) 
Claudia September MS-SS English & Humanities (Geography) 
Hannah September SS Science (Chemistry) + past English teacher 
The participant selection process sought to include those who have varied 
understandings of literacy, with different levels of commitment, and those who have 
experienced different successes, challenges and limitations of the literacy framework, but 
also had to take into consideration participants’ willingness and consent to participate. 
Although the survey was anonymous, participants had to volunteer themselves for the 
interview process.  
As this was a qualitative case study, I did not attempt to generalise. However, all 
attempts were made to ensure breadth of data collection. I was aiming for 4-6 participants, 
and successfully interviewed six in total, in order to gather some more detailed, self-reported 
understandings of literacy and commitments to the program from among the teaching staff. I 
                                                 
 
2 All names are pseudonyms to protect the privacy and anonymity of the interview participants. 
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was seeking to explore what Hodkinson and Hodkinson (2001) labelled “the unexpected, the 
unusual… the exceptional [as well as] the typical” (pp. 4-5). The six members of staff were 
interviewed over a period of two months (from August to September), with a primary 
recorded session around one hour in duration (and later a follow-up member-checking session 
to ensure the appropriateness of the data). Again, with respect to the participants, the 
interviews were conducted on the school premises, on a day and time convenient for the 
teachers involved. 
 A note on the Practitioner Journal 
  While not an additional data set, an essential tool which informed this case study and 
added reflexivity was the research journal. A researcher’s journal is a common practice of 
practitioner inquiry, and can provide detailed insightful information throughout the period of 
the study (Blaxter, Hughes & Tights, 2001; Burton, Brundrett & Jones, 2014; Murray & 
Lawrence, 2000). Bryman (2004) explained that such diaries or journals can be “written by 
social researchers as a log of their activities and reflections” (p. 539). A research journal can 
be used to record the researcher’s progress, feelings, thoughts, insecurities and insights, on a 
day-to-day basis throughout the research process (Blaxter, Hughes & Tights, 2001). Murray 
and Lawrence explained further that the personal research journal includes “evidence that 
accountable study has taken place… [with] details of the process of problem formulation, 
derivation of a research methodology or enquiry strategy, and orderly reflection on the 
[researcher’s] practice” (p. 14). Other terms such as dairies and logs can be used, but for the 
purpose of this study, the descriptor of practitioner or research journal was applied. 
  I began the research journal when I first commenced my post-graduate course work in 
February 2014, from the earliest development and inception of this research proposal, and  
continued to record entries in it for the duration of the study. The journal documented the 
research process, including my dual role as researcher and participant, and tracked any 
observations, problems and questions that emerged at each stage of the research process. The 
research journal was “invaluable”, as described by Bell (2005, p. 17), to track the progress of 
the research, and also as a tool to support and track decisions I made along the way in this 
practitioner inquiry.  
  In expanding on the purpose of including an additional reflective tool in this study, 
the journal was at times used to specifically record other notes. These included: rough notes, 
key dates, difficulties, experiences, anecdotal evidence and reflections on my discussions 
with colleagues, successes, barriers and challenges of the research process, personal 
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reflections on my own practice and as well as my research progress made throughout the 
period of the study.  One such powerful reflection that I have noted in my journal and which 
had informed the study in its earlier phases as key inspiration has been a comment made by 
my English Head of Department. This is reproduced from my journal below: 
We were talking about our Literacy Committee work in general, and I was 
describing how there is, at times, a resistance and an assumption or belief that we are 
the “English Committee” – not the Literacy Committee. The growing perception or 
misconception that literacy is solely the domain of the English teacher still 
permeates and resonates in people’s minds… [To which he] replied, “Well yes, 
really in the future, the success of the Literacy Committee will be measured by and 
fully achieved when there is not one English staff member on the committee…” 
(Journal, 19 June, 2014)  
I have found this comment insightful and so very clearly indicative of the problems we faced 
and continue to face as a Committee, and also the problems I was very aware of and predicted 
would come out of my research, which are continued denial, resistance and 
disenfranchisement with literacy that is common amongst secondary discipline-area or 
subject-specific specialists. We all hear these comments: “Oh, that’s not my responsibility.” 
“That’s the job of you English teachers!” [Thus our mantra is] “Literacy is everyone’s 
business”! Then is not the work we do and our Committee everyone’s business also?  
3.3.5 Critical discourse analysis – Theorised method. In this section, I outline the 
theoretical underpinnings of CDA, the analytic method used to explore the data. In his 
conceptualisation of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), Fairclough (2003) argues that 
language is situated firmly within the social realm of activity (e.g., policy construction and 
teaching in schools), is determined by broader social conditions, and also influences social 
conditions.  CDA sees “language as social practice” (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997) and 
considers the context of such language use as essential. CDA views texts as speech acts, as 
Burns and Morrell (2005) assert: “Texts are further viewed as both products of discourse 
communities and as producers of discourse communities, operating dialectically to aid in the 
identification and representation of the group” (p. 134). Rogers’ (2004) application of CDA 
in education, as well as the work of Luke (1995-1996) and Comber (1997) have influenced 
this study, as I will outline in this section.  CDA is a useful method of analysis for 
investigating the phenomenon of “literacy”, the whole-school literacy program at Sunnydale 
and teachers’ experiences in enacting it.  
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Over the past decade educational researchers have turned increasingly to CDA to 
provide a set of approaches to answer questions about the relationships between language and 
society, bringing various CDA frameworks into educational contexts (Rogers, 
Malancharuvil-Berkes, Mosley, Hui,  & Joseph, 2005). CDA can be seen as “a political act 
itself, an intervention in the apparently natural flow of talk and text in institutional life that 
attempts to “interrupt” everyday common sense… Such an analysis destabilise[s] 
authoritative discourses and foregrounds[s]s relations of inequality, domination, and 
subordination” (Luke, 1995, pp. 12-13). Although my study did not explore issues of power 
or in/equality in schools, I did use elements of CDA to interrupt and intervene in the 
everyday, common practices around talk and text within my school’s institutional life to 
examine more critically the literacy pedagogy practices of my colleagues from P-12 at 
Sunnydale.  
I have attempted a similar approach here in my own study, in that I wanted to add to 
the reflexivity of my practitioner inquiry through the application of CDA in my analysis of 
school documents. I also chose to apply elements of CDA to analyse the language used by 
teachers in the interview in which teachers describe their understandings and experiences. In 
Comber’s (1997) study in tracking the local effects on teachers’ and students’ work in 
literacy lessons, the “contradictory nature of teachers’ work” was explored through an 
analysis of a recurring vocabulary of terms which appeared repeatedly across the corpus of 
policy documents and documents produced at the school (p. 392). As “CDA makes visible 
how teachers’ and students’ spoken and written texts shape and construct policies and rules 
[and] knowledge” (Luke, 1995, p. 11), CDA is an appropriate methodological tool to explore 
Sunnydale’s attempt at literacy policy reform and enactment.  
Rogers’ application of a similar process to that of Fairclough’s (2003) theorised 
method allows for an exploration of language and the degree of power it exercises by means 
of social practices. An examination of the discursive relationship between and across the 
different domains is useful in understanding the relationship between and across the different 
levels of literacy policy enactment and interpretation from one to another. Drawing on 
Fairclough’s (2003) CDA, the work of Rogers (2004) and her interpretation of Fairclough’s 
method, in particular his analytic procedures (that explain discursive relations and social 
practices) at the local, institutional, and societal domain levels of analysis, was useful. I found 
Rogers’ approach almost revolutionary in helping me to both conceptualise and contextualise 
the complex interactions that occur across the different domain levels. CDA analysis steps, as 
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Societal domain = includes the policies and meta-
narratives that shape and are shaped by the 
institutional and local domains
Institutional domain                            
= includes the social institutions (such as 
the SCHOOL) that enable and constrain 
the local domain
Local domain                          
= may include a particular 
text
outlined by Rogers (2004) including description, interpretation and explanation have been 
implemented in this study, and will be explained in more detail in Section 3.5. 
 Initially, I used CDA to help explain the relationship between language and the 
particular text under investigation (e.g., an interview) and the broader contexts of the 
institution (i.e., the school) and society more broadly. In further refining my application of 
Rogers’ work, I attempted to graphically represent these interrelated levels of abstraction, as 
shown in Figure 3.4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.4 Model of Rogers’ interpretation of Fairclough’s three domains of CDA analysis 
(Fairclough, 1992, 1995 in Rogers, 2004, p. 7)   
The three nested domains as represented in Figure 3.4 demonstrate how the local domain 
concerns particular texts and documents produced by the College and the Literacy Strategic 
Committee that enable literacy policy reform interpretation and enactment. This is nested 
within the institutional domain which includes the school as a social institution which can 
both enable and constrain the local domain. The local and institutional domains both sit 
within the overarching societal domain of the wider literacy agenda and meta-narratives of 
literacy policy and reform. The societal domain is further dictated to by Government agendas, 
political mandates, literacy accountability pressures and curriculum reform, in which the 
institutional and local domains must react to, and in turn, can help shape.  
 The next Figure 3.5 represents Rogers’ work as it applies specifically to this case 
study at Sunnydale. As Rogers (2004) states, “Each of these domains is in an ongoing 
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dialogue with each other” (p. 7). Interpretations of interpretations and interactions across 
these levels are simultaneous and interconnected, as the broader literacy agenda at the society 
and policy level is translated in a myriad of ways at the institutional level in schools.  
Teachers and administrative staff make their own decisions based on their interpretation of 
the policy documents and in turn produce their own texts at the local level through a range of 
practitioners, school, administration and curriculum leaders, heads of departments and even 
groups such as the Literacy Strategic Committee at Sunnydale. The result normally is a series 
of particular texts that can be read as products within all three domains, which can then 
inform “the meta-narratives that shape and are shaped by [the other domains]” (Rogers, 2004, 
p. 7).  
 In this study, I have attempted to consider the implications of the societal domain with 
an explanation of the current policy positions of literacy and reform, and have firmly located 
my practitioner inquiry within the specific institutional domain of Sunnydale State College. 
From there I have carefully analysed the relationship of policy interpretation and enactment 
chiefly through the documents and texts produced by the College and the self-reported 
experiences of teachers on the frontline of the local domain. Rogers’ model was helpful in 
conceptualising where in fact such ‘ongoing dialogue’ takes place across the different levels. 
 Fairclough (1992) asserts that “three dimensions of the social are distinguished – 
knowledge, social relations, and social identity… [while] Discourse is shaped by relations of 
power and invested with ideologies” (p. 8). Similarly, Rogers and Mosley Wetzel (2014) 
foreground the transformative nature of the concept of discourse and its social construction 
and constant evolution, defining discourse as “… the systems of meaning that are attached to 
what we say or the tools that we use… [they] are both always in existence and are always 
being constructed and transformed through interactions, especially within learning contexts” ( 
p. 9). This view of discourse is useful for exploring official constructions of literacy in school 
policy and teachers’ uptake of this in their practice because the process is not a simple one – 
it is multifaceted and complex and based on multiple interactions and the interrelated nature 
of policy, practice and enactment (as represented in Figure 3.5). 
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Figure 3.5. Rogers’ interpretation of Fairclough’s three domains of CDA analysis as it applies to this 
case study.   
Literacy policy enactment, as it is explored in this example of one school’s attempt to 
establish a whole-school approach involves the complex, social construction of what literacy 
means and what it looks like in practice, which is constantly evolving. Teachers’ own 
understandings, attitudes, values and ideologies also impact upon enactment when putting 
policy into practice.  
The concept of ideology is crucial to CDA, as Wooffitt (2005) defines “ideologies are 
taken to be sets of beliefs which mobilise practices and viewpoints which sustain inequalities 
across society” (p. 140). Similarly, Rogers (2004) asserts that “ideology is not a static set of 
relations” (p. 15). Discourses within texts embody ideological assumptions. As previously 
discussed, the assumption exists in many schools and classrooms that literacy is solely the 
responsibility of English or literacy teachers, a prevailing ideal that is part of what Wooffiit 
(2005) labels “normatively prescribed participatory roles....that are unlikely to change 
without good reason” (p. 141). Yet, it is the propagative need for change that critical 
discourse analysts seek out when exploring “the role of discourse in the production and 
Societal domain = Government and Curriculum policies 
governing literacy reform (broader literacy agenda)
Institutional domain                                   
= Sunnydale State College (as an educational 
institution)
Local domain                                
= Sunnydale's Literacy Strategic 
Committee (who author and oversee 
the texts which guide literacy and 
literacy policy enactment) 
Text = 
Staff 
Handbook 
Text = 
Literacy 
Placemat 
Text = 
Curriculum 
Framework 
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reproduction of power relations within social structures” (p. 138), in this case, within the 
social institution of a P-12 school.  
CDA is useful due to its capacity to explore the ways language can represent and 
construct discourses that either reinforce or challenge the status quo. Exploring the 
relationship between teachers’ understandings and definitions of literacy with that of school-
based literacy policy can provide insights into commitment to literacy as a global education 
imperative at the institutional level and at the individual teacher level. How teachers 
reportedly viewed and understood literacy likely did have a significant impact on how they 
enacted literacy policy, affecting the whole-school program. Policy and policy enactment is 
also greatly informed by the curriculum frameworks which currently exist in Australia. 
Rogers asserts that CDA is a systematic method, moving between linguistic and social 
analysis rather than a haphazard analysis of discourse and power (Rogers, 2004, p. 7), which 
is applied to this study in particular ways outlined in Sections 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5. Further, Luke 
(1995) contends that language use must be studied in a social context and that “human 
subjects engage in the negotiation of knowledge, identity, and social relations in the everyday 
patterns of institutional life” (Luke, 1995, p. 12).  Teachers’ experiences in enacting a school-
wide literacy program cannot occur free from influence by the social structures and forces 
operating in schools as social institutions and beyond them. 
One of the key external influences on teachers’ enactment of any educational priority 
area is official policy. Ball’s (1993) work on literacy, discourse and power adopts a critical 
stance towards the analysis and enactment of literacy policy. He states that “We are the 
subjectivities, the voices, the knowledge, the power relations that a discourse constructs and 
allows. We do not 'know' what we say, we 'are' what we say and do. In these terms we are 
spoken by policies, we take up the positions constructed for us within policies” (Ball, 1993, 
p. 14). While Ball’s work explores government policy somewhat at a level beyond schools, 
this idea can be applied to policy enactment at a school level, and also at a classroom level by 
the teachers and educators actually on the frontline. I have incorporated the work of Ball and 
colleagues into this study to help retain a critical stance to my practitioner inquiry, however, I 
have only gathered data about what teachers reportedly say that they do. This is a valid 
limitation of my study design, and reflects the scope of a Master’s project. Yet, teachers are 
also resistant to policies and adopt a range of positions in response to new dogmas and reform 
programs (which are clearly evident in the Chapter 5 data findings). For instance, there exists 
in the literature documentation of resistance towards literacy instruction across the 
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curriculum. This is why I wanted to find out if literacy is actually seen as everyone’s business 
in our school; to adopt a critical stance to go beyond the stated commitments and claims of a 
whole-school approach, to what the teachers were describing as lived experience.  
This study sought to explore teachers’ reported experiences of enacting the literacy 
program in their ‘everyday’ teacher practice. Therefore, the critical nature of CDA has lent 
itself appropriately to this study. Aspects of critical discourse analysis have been applied to 
the data to explore how representations of literacy are textured in official school documents 
(in Chapter 4 Sections 4.3-4.5) and in the teachers’ survey responses and interview talk (as 
explored in Sections 5.2 and 5.3 of Chapter 5). 
3.4 Methods of Data Collection  
 In this section I will provide a detailed outline of the data collection methods for each 
phase, including the document analysis, whole-school survey and semi-structured interviews.  
3.4.1 Overview of methods within each data phase. The research data collection 
methods and instruments which were used to undertake practitioner inquiry of this case study 
included three concurrent phases and data sets: 
i. Document analysis of various artefacts integral to this program to support and 
triangulate previous data, with one artefact example being the Sunnydale State 
College Common Language Approach to Literacy digital ‘Placemat’, now a part of 
the official staff handbook (as shown in Appendix A); 
ii. Whole-school survey (of the entire P-12 College staff) – this was important in 
analysing trends and themes, which informed the interview phase; 
iii. Semi-structured interviews (with volunteer teacher participants, chosen from those 
who expressed interest across faculty-specific areas and across the P-12 College after 
the staff survey). 
The following is a more in-depth description of the data collection instruments in Sections 
3.4.2-3.4.4 and Sections 3.5.2-3.5.4 outline the methods of data analysis and interpretation I 
carried out in my study. 
  3.4.2 Document analysis phase. In order to understand the experiences of teachers in 
their enactment of the whole-school common language approach to literacy, an analysis of 
key College documents and those of the Literacy Strategic Committee was undertaken. These 
artefacts provided evidence of the stated commitments of the College to literacy, and were 
essential to understanding how teachers interpreted and put into practice the literacy strategic 
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goals of the College. In a sense it was policy enactment at a local context (Ball, Maguire & 
Braun, 2012), revealing more about teacher work as it operates within the broader literacy 
agenda, at the local level within the broader institutional and societal domains. The 
documents would and should have some influence on teachers’ experiences of literacy 
implementation and enactment (Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012), so were of some significance.  
  They were also important in analysing the process of literacy policy enactment at the 
school level and how this impacted upon and influenced teachers’ own literacy pedagogical 
practices. The documents were vital in analysing evidence of explicit, claimed commitments 
of the school and the commitment to literacy assumed of its staff. This would be an 
assumption that would be further critiqued and questioned by the survey and interview 
phases. As part of practitioner inquiry, the process of the document analysis supported the 
survey phase and furthermore helped to shape and inform the semi-structured interviews. 
This process will be further expanded upon throughout Chapters 4 and 5 with the reporting of 
findings.  
Key school curriculum and planning documents, such as the artefacts featured in this 
study act as guides for teacher judgment. In this CSS, the strategic goals and school 
improvement agenda of the College further steer pedagogical practices. Research empirically 
confirms that everyday teachers utilise their own professional knowledge and judgments to 
interpret contemporary curriculum and policy reforms, which in turn are underpinned by 
many, often competing, ideologies (Apple, 1979; Ball et. al., 2012). However, teachers take it 
upon themselves to utilise their own professional knowledge and experience to interpret 
policy and translate it into practice ‘on the frontline’ (Ball, 1993, 2003, 2011; Ball, Maguire 
& Braun, 2012; Griffith & Smith, 2014). How such policy enactment is shaped and presented 
by school-governing documents must also be carefully considered, and how key documents 
then in turn shape and affect the teachers’ practices of implementation and enactment (in this 
almost symbiotic relationship) is crucial. Thus the document analysis phase of the study was 
essential to contextualise the school stated commitments, before determining what teachers 
reported was occurring in practice. 
   It is essential for me to begin with how I selected the texts to be used in the document 
analysis phase, as well as provide an understanding of the background context of each 
document (and its origins and espoused purpose). In Chapter 4, each Section from 4.3-4.5 
begins with a detailed explanation of the background and origin of each key document as part 
of contextualising them within my study, and in aiding the reflexivity and ‘making the 
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familiar strange’ from the perspective of a practitioner researcher. Initially, a range of 
documents were considered relevant because in some way they indicated, informed and 
shaped the literacy teaching practices and commitments across the whole P-12 College. As 
the aim of the document analysis stage was to determine what institutional status was given 
to literacy and what were the stated commitments, this was essential to establish before 
exploring the key social phenomenon.  
  3.4.3 Whole-school survey phase. Another key phase of data collection was the 
whole-staff survey. The staff survey was anonymous and conducted using the QUT online 
tool Key Survey. As the preferred QUT tool to maintain ethical and secure usage and storage 
of data, using the Key Survey software also allowed me to produce data summaries and 
reports, so there was no need for transcription of the survey data, and security and 
confidentiality of the data was maintained within QUT’s firewall, as per university ethical 
guidelines. Participants remained anonymous, but did need to volunteer via e-mail to consent 
to be part of the one-on-one interview phase. The final version of the whole-staff survey and 
data report is provided in Appendix B. Various works and previous literacy-related survey 
instruments informed the design of my survey including that of Alford, 2015; Commeyras 
and DeGroff, 1998; Nielsen, Barry, and Staab, 2006; and the New South Wales Department 
of Education and Training, 2014.  
  With an awareness of academic rigour and validity in mind, considerations were made 
to refine the instrument of a cross-sectional survey to reduce measurement error. This 
refinement was achieved through creating an instrument with clear, unambiguous questions, 
minimising the jargon, avoiding lengthy or double-barrelled questions with clear, 
corresponding response choices (Creswell, 2014; Fowler, 1995). The total number of 
questions was also reduced and refined to ensure the instrument was practical, accessible and 
doable by teachers within their busy professional lives, taking no longer than 20-30 minutes 
to complete online. To minimise inconvenience also, responses were able to be saved and the 
survey recommenced at a later time, and teachers had at least 2-3 weeks to complete the 
survey, with an extension of an additional 3 weeks (as the initial period covered the end of 
term and reporting phase in which teachers were very busy, so more time was granted).  
 The choice of a Likert scale of both a five-point attitude continuum (to what extent 
does one agree, from strongly agree to strongly disagree, including a neutral position), and a 
four-point frequency continuum (very frequently to never) was appropriate for this study, as 
the “reliability of Likert scales tend to be good… because of the greater range of answers 
 Chapter 3: Research Design and Methods 95 
permitted to respondents… and provide more precise information about a respondent’s 
degree of agreement or disagreement” (Oppenheim, 1992, p. 200). This is generally preferred 
over a smaller scale for attitudinal questions, and a seven-point degree-of-agreement which 
would not be appropriate or necessary. When surveying the teachers about their attitudes, 
beliefs and understandings, the attitude scale was most appropriate, where as when 
determining teachers’ self-reported experiences of using various literacy strategies, the four-
point frequency scale was used for the experiential questions about literacy enactment. 
Finally, in refining the instrument, I wanted to ensure that the survey instructions were 
practical and easy to follow and clearly communicated (Fowler, 1995). 
  3.4.4 Semi-structured interview phase. I conducted the final phase of semi-
structured interviews over a period of one month, interviewing a total of six respondents out 
of the nine who volunteered. The interviews were conducted on location at Sunnydale, at a 
time convenient to the respondents, lasting no longer than one hour in duration. A final copy 
of the planned interview guided questions which allowed for some structure of the interview 
process is included as Appendix C.  
 As previously described, the interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed, with 
some supplementary notes and observations recorded in the research journal to aid in 
accuracy and reflexivity. Digitally recording the interviews was integral to the data collection 
and analysis processes. Siedman (2006) highlights the value and importance of accuracy and 
detail in the transcription process, recommending “a detailed and careful transcription that re-
creates the verbal and non-verbal material of the interview” (p. 116). There existed further 
ethical concerns beyond accuracy of transcription, including privacy, participants sharing 
information ‘off the record’, and maintaining participant confidentiality. To achieve this, the 
interviews were conducted one-on-one by myself. An independent ombudsperson was made 
available to all staff who participated in the interviews at Sunnydale, so that if they had any 
concerns about the project they could speak with this person confidentially. In the end, no 
interviewee needed to seek out the ombudsperson, but it was important that this option was 
made available to them. The participants were de-identified during the transcription process 
to ensure their privacy and anonymity. 
Furthermore, while recording ensures accuracy of data reportage and veracity of 
reporting, and a useful check for accuracy and validity, its disadvantages of being time-
consuming in transcription and lack of recording exact nuances at the time (which additional 
note-taking can address) are obvious downsides. Simons (2009) encourages adopting both 
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forms, as note-taking in addition to recording can help highlight issues to address in 
subsequent interviews; signposting parts of the interview that are important to transcribe; 
providing a starting point for early analysis and interpreting; and documenting elements of 
the process (such as tone, gesture, degree of comfort) that seem most relevant to contextualise 
and return to later (p. 53). I adopted many of these processes, and Section 3.7 further 
elaborates on the issues of validity, ethics and limitations and the measures that I took to 
address them. 
  The open-ended questioning, planned as part of the interview process (provided as 
Appendix C), permitted a greater exploration of the data, allowing participants to freely 
express themselves and articulate their own values, attitudes, beliefs and views in relation to 
literacy and the whole-school literacy program enactment. Yet, the semi-structured nature of 
the interviews enabled the responses to be focussed and targeted in relation to the central 
phenomenon of the study. This did adequately build on the survey data, and added a depth 
and richness to this exploratory case study. Also, following an emerging process, aspects of 
the interview phase evolved over time. For instance, the exact questions for the interviews 
evolved over time, emerging in part from the data collected in the surveys and also in 
response to the participants during each interview. As I will outline in Sections 5.2-5.3, I 
included new and different questions as interesting points arose throughout the interviewing 
process. This is part of the value in exploratory case study method and the responsiveness and 
organic nature of practitioner inquiry (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Creswell, 2014; Efron 
& Ravid, 2013; McAteer, 2013) as I have applied it. 
3.5 Methods of Data Analysis  
The methods of data analysis which were applied in this case study included a range 
of tools as part of my analytic toolkit. In this section I will explain the processes of synthesis, 
analysis and interpretation of each data set, from the document analysis to the survey and 
interview analysis. 
3.5.1 Defining the process of analysis and interpretation. Data analysis and 
interpretation in this study was informed by a variety of analytical tools and key procedures 
common to practitioner inquiry and case study research. The data was sourced from the 
study’s multiple stages and data sets. In terms of data ‘analysis’ and ‘interpretation’, Simons 
(2009) offers succinct and relevant definitions of both terms and processes, which are 
applicable and relevant to case study research and practitioner inquiry as used here.  
 Chapter 3: Research Design and Methods 97 
 Firstly, for the purpose of this study, Simons’ (2009) definition of  ‘analysis’ is “those 
procedures – like coding, categorising, concept mapping, theme generation – which enable 
you to organise and make sense of the data in order to produce findings and an overall 
understanding of the case” (p. 117) and is applied in this research design.  
 Secondly, the term ‘interpretation’ is less of a concrete process but is applied here 
also, serving an important function in examining the ‘bigger picture’ of all the data, and can 
be defined as “the understanding and insight you derive from a more holistic, intuitive grasp 
of the data and the insights they reveal” (Simons, 2009, p. 117). This process often involves 
full immersion in the data and multiple data sets, as was conducted here, in re-reading the 
transcripts, and taking into consideration supplementary field notes and observations (as 
recorded in the journal) from the interview process, as well as the survey data and document 
analysis.  
 In the following sections I justify and explain the various analytical tools as applied to 
each data set. 
3.5.2 Document analysis and analytic tools. The first data collection phase involved 
a close analysis of key school documents to determine Sunnydale’s stated commitment to 
literacy. I carried out the document analysis through applying elements of CDA (Fairclough, 
2003) to these documents, which allowed for a fuller and more complete picture to become 
apparent of the social practices of literacy at Sunnydale State College and the espoused 
literacy commitments of the school and staff. As Tricoglus (2001) explains, “practitioner 
research offers the practitioner the opportunity to see the familiar in new and very different 
ways” (p. 137). Therefore, problematising these documents using CDA was another tool for 
“making the familiar strange” (Erikson, 1984) and for adopting a critical stance towards what 
were to me, as a “cultural insider” (Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 2001; Cochran-Smith & 
Lytle, 2009), our everyday practices.   To help inform my role as critical practitioner inquirer, 
this study applied elements of CDA to inform the document analysis stage of the study. Much 
of this detailed analysis was conducted “off-stage” (Weatherall, Taylor & Yates, 2001), but 
the key findings are discussed later in Chapter 4. 
The principal component of the written data emerged from the policy documents and 
artefacts which already existed at Sunnydale, and fall under the category of “extant texts or 
documents” (Lankshear & Knobel, 2004, p. 246). While CDA is obviously critical in nature, 
and has its origins in “critical theory”, this method itself is dependent on social structures and 
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cannot draw on “an outside position but is itself well integrated within social fields” (Wodak 
& Meyer, 2009, p.7). Researchers and educators operate within this system of social 
hierarchy and power in schools, and thus must be critiqued as powerful institutions 
responsible for perpetuating such literacies of power. Therefore, the application of CDA in 
the document analysis stage of the study allowed for a more critical stance as researcher as 
participant and helped make the familiar ‘strange’ again, furthering the critical stance of the 
data analysis. In exploring teachers’ own self-reported commitments, successes, challenges 
and limitations with the program, I first needed to explore the articulated commitments to 
literacy made by the College. An analysis of certain school documents would illustrate this. 
For each of the three documents, I will now outline the steps that I took to conduct my 
analysis, which is summarised in the following points. 
i. Raw data collected from key literacy documents within the school and synthesised. 
ii. Basic statistical and frequency analysis was carried out on word and collocation 
frequencies within the documents. 
iii. Elements of CDA (explained in Table 3.3) were then applied, complementing the other 
phases of data analysis and interpretation, informing the survey and interview 
processes. 
To begin with, I contextualised the documents and explored the background of each 
text, exploiting my insider practitioner knowledge, before finding and then synthesising raw 
data from the original documents to locate where “literacy” as a concept appeared. Then, I 
conducted detailed analysis by applying various tools from my analytic toolkit (which will be 
discussed in detail below). Finally, with my interpretation of the data I was able to interrogate 
what was reportedly happening in the school, and asked what does this mean in the school 
and wider context? The approach is represented in Figure 3.6.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.6. Steps to document analysis (adapted in part from Rogers, 2004 and CDA steps of 
analysis) 
  The scope of the project being a Master’s thesis meant that the number of documents 
available for analysis needed to be reduced. Initial documents that were considered for 
analysis included the following: 
Context of 
document -
Where did it 
come from?
Raw data 
(documents in 
ORIGINAL 
FORM)
Selection and 
synthesis (of 
data to be 
used)
Analysis  
(What is 
present 
/absent about 
literacy?)
Interpretation-
What does this 
mean?
 Chapter 3: Research Design and Methods 99 
 Sunnydale State College 2014 Literacy Placemat ‘Common Language Approach to 
Literacy; 
 Sunnydale State College 2014-2015 Staff Handbook; 
 Weekly College Bulletins (communication from Executive); 
 Sunnydale State College’s One School - One Plan 2014-2017 (which documents the 
school’s core priorities over the next 4 years shaping the future direction of the 
College and framing future actions, of which Literacy  as a Whole College approach 
[including the Literacy Plan, templates, PEEL, QAR, Spelling]); 
 Sunnydale State College Curriculum Framework 2013-2014-2015.  
  The first step was selecting three of the most relevant and significant documents 
which in some way indicated and reflected, or informed and shaped the teaching practices 
and espoused commitments to literacy across the whole P-12 College. After initial readings 
of the full range of available documents and drawing on my own ‘insider’ knowledge of what 
was significant for teachers such as myself and my colleagues, I created a short list and 
selected the most significant documents. This significance was determined on the basis of 
four factors:  
  - the circulation and readership of the document, that is the likelihood of;  
  - its widespread use or assumed use;  
- its institutional power (endorsed by the Executive);  
- or the extent to which the commitment to literacy and its practice across College was 
most present and featured most prominently.  
  I applied initial analysis to this shortlist of documents in the form of simple statistical 
(percentages) frequency work, searching for the key words ‘literacy’ and/or ‘literacies’, as 
well as categorising associated terms and collocations, while considering the previous criteria 
of relevance and significance in more detail. I knew that the Literacy Placemat and Staff 
Handbook had high relevance and that a certain status was given to the documents (this is 
elaborated further in the more detailed discussion of the background and context of the 
documents in Chapter 4). The College’s Curriculum Framework also proved to be an 
interesting document in framing the espoused commitments across the College from Prep to 
Year 12, reflecting how the specific school priorities and initiatives are addressed across 
every subject, in every grade, including a specific line for literacy. Other additional 
documents which I had considered included more detailed communications about the literacy 
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teaching practices within the College, such as updates and articles in the College newsletter, 
as well as inter-school communications, recent school audit documents and reports, plus 
school review documents mapping the future school improvement agenda.  
  As a practitioner inquirer within my own school, I knew which documents were in 
common circulation and usage by staff. I also knew which documents had little impact on the 
day-to-day teachings practices of literacy within the College. With such considerations in 
mind, the final selection of documents was completed, which comprised of the following: 
 Sunnydale State College 2015 Staff Commencement Handbook; 
 Sunnydale State College 2014 Literacy Placemat ‘Common Language Approach to 
Literacy; 
 Sunnydale State College 2015 P-12 Curriculum Framework. 
  Chapter 4 will provide a detailed background of each document, and outlines the 
context in which each document was created, and in which it is used and consulted 
throughout the College. This is integral in recognising how teachers’ understandings of 
literacy are shaped, influenced and prioritised within the College; how literacy policy and 
reform is translated within the school context; and what institutional commitments are made 
and espoused about literacy and given status within the case study site. Table 3.3 outlines the 
order and stages of tools applied to the documents, yet it is important to note that this process 
in reality was less linear and more recursive. As I applied the different tools it made sense to 
begin with my focus on “literacy”, then common themes, categories and collocations with 
literacy. From this, close textual grammatical analysis was conducted before examining the 
wider patterns which emerged.  
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 Table 3.3. Analytic tools applied to the document analysis 
Analytic Tool and 
Questioning 
The Purpose of the Tool Key documents in which 
this tool is applied 
Recurring concepts  
common categories and 
related collocations (for 
example: ‘literacy’, 
‘literacies’, ‘literacy and 
numeracy’) 
This allows for the development of a thematic lens to 
analyse and evaluate the patterns which emerge – the 
affirmations and the contradictions which reveal more 
than just what is present or not. 
In linguistics, a collocation is a sequence of words or 
terms that co-occur more often than would be expected 
by chance. 
Staff Handbook 
Literacy ‘Placemat’ 
P-12 Curriculum 
Framework 
 
Grammatical analysis  
modality, pronouns 
An analysis of modality is purposeful and significant 
in cases to determine the extent of obligation. 
Staff Handbook 
Literacy ‘Placemat’ 
What is present? What is 
absent?  
What is included and not 
included? 
The purpose of this tool is to analyse and reveal what 
the stated commitments to literacy are. This will allow 
for the observation and analysis of patterns or 
regularities that occur, looking for evidence and 
statements that not only support but also refute 
expected findings. 
Staff Handbook 
Literacy ‘Placemat’ 
P-12 Curriculum 
Framework 
What is in focus in the 
foreground?  
What appears to be given 
(institutional) status? 
What is situated in the 
background?  
Theme and rheme - In linguistics, the topic, or theme, 
of a sentence is what is being talked about, and the 
comment (rheme or focus) is what is being said about 
the topic. 
Status is the relative social or hegemonic (power) 
standing of something within an institution, group or 
society. 
Staff Handbook 
 Literacy ‘Placemat’ 
P-12 Curriculum 
Framework 
   
  3.5.3 Whole-school survey analysis and analytic tools. In moving from the school’s 
stated commitments to literacy, the second data set of the whole-school survey provided an 
opportunity for all staff to report on their own understandings and experiences. The steps I 
took to conduct my analysis of the whole-school survey data are summarised in the following 
points: 
i. Raw data collected and collated electronically using online QUT survey tool Key 
Survey. 
ii. Basic descriptive statistics were applied to survey the data (closed questions/multiple 
choice items) – applying frequencies and percentages; with staff demographics 
categorised into the following subcategories of sub-school, KLA and professional 
experience.  
iii. Responses to the open-ended questions and comment section were collected 
electronically, and using thematic analysis and elements of CDA (see Table 3.4), the 
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data were coded and placed into categories, critically informing the phase of semi-
structured interviews. 
The initial exploration of the survey data was achieved through running various 
reports of the data, summarising and transcribing the data into graphical representations, and 
numerical values – from which simple statistical analysis and frequency analysis of the 
closed questions (featuring Likert scale responses) was conducted. [For all reported 
percentage statistics, the percentage was rounded to the nearest whole number]. The full 
report summary is available as Appendix B with closer analysis of the data to follow in 
Chapter 5 findings, including basic thematic analysis of the open-ended survey questions and 
extended written responses. Table 3.4 outlines the analytic tools applied to the survey data 
below. 
Table 3.4. Analytic tools applied to the whole-school survey 
 
Analytic Tool and 
Questioning 
The Purpose of the Tool Parts of the survey to 
which this tool is applied 
Simple descriptive 
statistics  frequencies 
and percentages 
The purpose of this tool is to determine 
frequency of use, such as the frequency of use 
of literacy resources in their classroom 
practice; and frequency of agreement with 
certain statements, such as how strongly 
teachers agree that literacy is everyone’s 
responsibility. 
Respondent 
demographics and all 
closed survey questions 
Recurring concepts  
common categories and 
themes 
This allows for the development of a thematic 
lens to analyse and evaluate the patterns which 
emerged in the comments provided in the 
surveys. 
All open survey 
questions inviting written 
feedback and comments 
What is present? What is 
absent?  
What is included and not 
included? 
The purpose of this tool is to analyse and 
describe what the stated commitments to 
literacy are. This will allow for the observation 
and analysis of patterns or regularities that 
occur, looking for evidence and statements that 
not only support but also refute the idea that 
literacy is everyone’s business. 
All open survey 
questions inviting written 
feedback and comments 
 
Similar to a study by Commeyras and DeGroff (1998), demographic data was 
gathered as part of the survey also, including the teachers’ current sub-school position 
(indicating what year levels they were predominantly teaching from Junior, Middle to Senior 
School) and the KLAs in which they currently taught. This was revised from earlier drafts of 
the survey as to ensure that the respondents remained anonymous and could not be identified 
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from the data which they provided. Basic descriptive statistics (Creswell, 2014; Field, 2009; 
Punch, 2003) of categorical data, including frequencies and percentages, was applied to the 
closed and multiple choice items of the survey. For a majority of the questions, revised four-
point frequency and five-point attitudinal Likert-scales (Oppenheim, 1992) were used. All 
responses to the open-ended questions and the final survey invitation to write their own 
comments were collected electronically. The survey data used in conjunction with the 
interview data were thematically coded and placed into larger theme categories. A table of 
themes and codes identified in the data is available as Appendix E.  
While a 24.6% response rate (37 out of 150 teaching staff) cannot be seen to represent 
the whole school’s opinions and practice, the respondents represented a cross-section of the 
school. However, the break down by sub-school was not equitable. Of the 24 staff who 
responded from the Senior School (SS), 9 Middle School (MS) teachers responded and only 3 
teachers responded from the Junior School (JS). There are a few reasons which could account 
for the minimal response rate from the Junior School staff. Firstly, although these teachers 
teach from Prep to Year 5, the JS population is considerably fewer than that of MS and SS, so 
the proportion of teachers from the JS is far fewer than that of MS and SS combined. 
Secondly, there may have been a perceived notion that the emphasis was not on the JS. 
Although this was a case study of the whole P-12 school and I adopted multiple ‘hats’, 
perhaps it was more likely that my MS and SS counterparts responded to a study from their 
colleague. Even though we are a P-12 school, the physical, organisational and perceived 
barriers across the sub-schools became a factor here.  
It should be noted that while this response could represent what Kimmel (1988) and 
Silverman (2001) label as the “volunteer problem”, the triangulation achieved across all three 
data sets helps to address issues of validity, reflexivity and representativeness. Although “the 
potential reluctance to participate by some worthwhile, yet vulnerable (or mistrusting), target 
populations” (Vaughn, Schumm and Sinagub, 1996, p. 151) could have occurred – 
particularly with the limited Junior School teacher responses – the survey data as a whole 
provided a snapshot of the self-reported understandings and experiences of a range of 
teaching staff. With only 3 respondents from the Junior School, as a limitation of this study 
(discussed in more detail in Section 3.7), there also exists an opportunity for future research 
to extend this study and obtain a greater response from staff across all three sub-schools to 
determine what the other 75% also think and have experienced.  
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Approximately half of the respondents to the survey represented the English and 
Languages Faculty (including ESL English) at Sunnydale with 19 of the 37 respondents 
currently teaching in this KLA at the time, as seen in figure 3.7.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.7. Graph of survey respondents and the KLAs in which they currently teach 
In the same way that the authorship of the documents had to be considered in the previous 
analysis phase, the voluntary nature of the respondents in my survey also must be considered. 
Perhaps those more confident and more open to communicating feedback responded, or those 
more invested in or committed to the program participated. Whether those who were less 
confident with literacy found that a barrier to participating in the survey or not could have 
impacted the results also.  
With the lowest completion rate from the JS teachers, this is a defining limitation of 
the study. A lack of JS respondents could be a comment on a lack of commitment or 
investment from this sub-school; a perceived barrier in the study from my position as both 
researcher and colleague (as I am a teacher from the MS/SS appealing to those in the JS); the 
very busy nature of teachers’ work (particularly in the JS); and the considerably smaller 
population of JS teachers in relation to MS and SS teachers – all of which should be taken 
into account. Certainly, further observations can be made with the highest rate of completion 
of the survey from English and languages teachers whose core job is the teaching of literacy, 
language and communication. However, as this is qualitative research and part of a 
practitioner inquiry, making an opportunity available to all to respond was the only 
requirement necessary, as a minimum number of respondents is not needed in this research 
method design. Data reflexivity and triangulation instead was achieved through the inclusion 
of multiple data sets. Thus, the analysis of the survey data was used in conjunction with the 
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interview data together to identify in the findings what the teachers reportedly thought, 
believed and experienced.  
3.5.4 Semi-structured interview analysis and analytic tools. Finally, the third data 
set of the one-on-one semi-structured interviews involved data transcription and the 
application of multiple analytic tools again. The specific steps I took in this analysis are 
outlined below: 
i. Raw data digitally recorded during interviews were transcribed electronically, with 
the addition of notes and observations recorded in the journal. 
ii. Interview data were organised through synthesising, reducing and transforming the 
data. 
iii. After this process, using thematic analysis techniques the data were coded and 
categorised – breaking down data into segments and applying codes/themes, before 
organising these codes/themes into broader more theoretical categories (identifying 
key factors, relationships, issues, bigger themes and patterns).  
iv. Elements of CDA, as used previously in the document analysis, were also applied 
here in closer analysis of specific responses from the interview data. 
My initial exploration of the interview data was to start with deductive analysis, looking 
firstly for patterns, similarities and differences which emerged from the core questions. 
Organising the data under categories and themes from the survey and interviews while 
helpful to see a ‘general’ picture, was a useful starting point. However, it proved challenging 
and not detailed enough to reveal specific trends across the survey and interview data. 
So following this, I began again but this time working inductively, applying thematic 
analysis by looking for “recurring phrases or common threads” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 
70) in the data, drawing out categories from the document analysis and survey data to apply 
to the interviews. I looked for both patterns and regularities that occurred, coding and 
organising statements that not only showed agreement between respondents, but also the 
disagreements, contestations and disputations. As Miles and Huberman (1994, p.56) note 
“Coding is the organisation of raw data into conceptual categories. Each code is effectively a 
category or ‘bin’ into which a piece of data is placed. Appendix E presents a table of the 
codes and themes indentified inductively across the data which enabled me to organise my 
analysis, albeit with a lot of work carried out “off-stage” (Weatherall, Taylor & Yates, 2001). 
The following table 3.5 outlines the analytic tools applied to the interview transcripts. 
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Table 3.5. Analytic tools applied to the interview transcript data analysis 
 
Analytic Tool and 
Questioning 
The Purpose of the Tool 
Recurring concepts  
common categories 
and coding 
This allows for the development of a thematic lens to analyse and 
evaluate the patterns which emerge – the affirmations and the 
contradictions which reveal more than just what is present or not. 
Codes are usually attached to ‘chunks’ of varying size – words, 
phrases, sentences or whole paragraphs, and should be:  
-  Valid, that is they should accurately reflect what is being 
researched.  
-  Mutually exclusive, in that codes should be distinct, with no 
overlap.  
-  Exhaustive, that is all relevant data should fit into a code 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.56). 
What is present? What 
is absent?  
What is included and 
not included? 
The purpose of this tool is to analyse and identify what the stated 
commitments to literacy are. This will allow for the observation 
and analysis of patterns or regularities that occur, looking for 
evidence and statements that not only support but also refute. 
Grammatical analysis 
 modality and word 
choice (nouns and 
noun groups, verbs 
adjectives and 
adverbs) 
An analysis of modality is purposeful and significant in cases to 
determine the extent of obligation. Consideration of word choice 
is also insightful to the findings to reveal more about the teachers’ 
own understandings, beliefs and experiences (e.g. the use of the 
word ‘infantilising’ to describe the program’s lack of 
acknowledgment of teachers’ experience and professionalism). 
 
3.6 Procedure and Timeline 
My study’s two research sub-questions were addressed in the multiple phases of this 
research project. Table 3.6 provides a representation of the final project timeline. 
Participation of teachers in the whole staff survey phase provided an opportunity for all to 
have a say. This was important to me with the aim of gaining a perspective of the whole 
school, across the different sub-schools and KLAs. However, the very limited JS response 
rate represented a significant limitation to my data collection. Their lack of participation and 
involvement could be seen as the result of a variety of factors, and is a notable constraint to 
the findings (which will be discussed later in Chapter 5). Refinement of the study’s questions, 
interview questions and data gathering techniques also occurred throughout this process 
which is indicative of the emerging, qualitative nature of my case study and practitioner-
based inquiry.  
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Table 3.6. Final 2015-2016 project timeline  
 
RESEARCH 
PHASE 
TERM 1, 
2015 
TERM 2 TERM 3 TERM 4 TERM 1, 
2016 
Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb 
Ethics 
approval 
            
Researcher’s 
journal 
            
Document 
analysis 
            
Whole-school 
survey 
            
Semi-
structured 
interviews 
            
Data analysis 
 
            
Write up             
 
Participation of teachers in the whole staff survey phase provided an opportunity for all 
to have a say. This was important to me with the aim of gaining a perspective of the whole 
school, across the different sub-schools and KLAs. However, the very limited JS response 
rate represented a significant limitation to my data collection. Their lack of participation and 
involvement could be seen as the result of a variety of factors, and is a notable constraint to 
the findings (which will be discussed later in Chapter 5). Refinement of the study’s questions, 
interview questions and data gathering techniques also occurred throughout this process 
which is indicative of the emerging, qualitative nature of my case study and practitioner-
based inquiry.  
3.7 Validity, Limitations and Ethical Considerations 
Silverman (2001) outlines the key aspects of credibility, reliability and validity as 
markers of quality, qualitative research. The chief ethical and validity concerns here were the 
limitations of case study methodology and ethical concerns with practitioner inquiry. 
Practitioner inquiry is associated with it its own set of ethical tensions, emphasising the 
concept of reflexivity and the need for ethical awareness and disclosure. According to Efron 
and Ravid (2013) “reflexivity means self-awareness and taking into account the potential 
impact of one’s values, worldview, and life experience… on the research process” (p. 57).  
Furthermore, McAteer (2013) outlined issues of professional sensitivity, objectivity, validity 
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and the dynamic nature of action research – as a tradition of practitioner inquiry – that can be 
“unsettling” (pp. 33-39). Nevertheless, this evolving “emerging process” (Creswell, 2014, p. 
146) was at the core of exploring the central phenomenon of literacy, and the teachers’ 
related understandings and experiences. Also, as already outlined, measures were taken to 
promote critical reflexivity in the data collection and analysis stages to address and minimise 
such concerns.   
Moreover, case study research can be problematic, with inherent limitations in the 
legitimacy and generalisability of the data. Silverman (2001) further supports Stake’s (1995) 
assertion of the problem of “representativeness” as a recurrent issue for many qualitative or 
case study researchers. Therefore, this reinforces the approach adopted with multiple sets of 
data to further enhance the representativeness and generalisability, which would not have 
ordinarily been achieved by the use of a single data collection method alone. Ethical concerns 
and issues arose as well, questioning transparency in the data collection and analysis, but a 
multi-stage process helped to address this. The issue of construct validity was also addressed 
in this study through data triangulation. This can be seen through the use of a whole-staff 
survey and individual teacher interviews with the document analysis, as multiple sources of 
data. 
A significant methodological constraint involved participant selection. Key ethical 
considerations, such as the process of informed consent and the selection process of the 
participants in the study were addressed. At one point, the duration of the survey was 
extended to allow for more time and more responses to be collected. Moreover, the effect of 
what Kimmel (1988) and Silverman (2001) label as the “volunteer problem” with participant 
selection, can call into question the reliability of the data. The volunteer problem is 
characterised by issues of research bias, and occurs when volunteers possibly could be more 
predisposed to respond favourably than non-volunteers. This could inherently lead to bias 
within the participant group, and potentially, yet subtly, lead to excluding participants, or 
even skewing the variables of the study. Thus the “generalisability of data obtained from 
using voluntary subjects exclusively would be threatened” (Kimmel, 1988, p. 78). For this 
case study, the ‘volunteer problem’ could be evident, yet the multiple data sets helped to 
address such concerns.  
Literature supports this concern, as many academics warn of survey and questionnaire 
responses being affected by response sets or bias. These are “stances predisposing individuals 
to respond in certain ways” (Krathwohl, 2009, p. 591) – such as those slanted towards more 
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socially desirable responses. Vaughn, Schumm and Sinagub (1996) further identify another 
danger in “the potential reluctance to participate by some worthwhile, yet vulnerable (or 
mistrusting), target populations” (p. 151) or respondents. Issues of bias and reliability 
concerns could potentially have been limitations of my study, which is again why multiple 
sources of data were collected to ensure scope and breadth, as well as the reflexivity of the 
study. 
 In addition, application to other contexts beyond the ‘bounded unit’ of this P-12 
school case study may be perceived as being limited. This has been identified as a clear issue 
in case studies (Hamilton & Corbett-Whittier, 2013; Merriam, 1998). Nevertheless, steps can 
be taken to ensure the accuracy, reliability and validity of this data. For example, the 
member-checking process, or as Silverman (2001) calls it “respondent validation” (p. 233), 
was made available to the participants with the aim of verifying that the interview responses 
and (self-reported) constructions collected were those offered by the respondents. In doing so, 
this also helped to achieve triangulation and should be thought of as another means of cross-
checking the data (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). Ultimately, all of these considerations were made 
as part of the ethics approval process via the Research Ethics Unit of the Queensland 
University of Technology, post-Confirmation. Ethics approval was granted and the study was 
conducted in adherence to appropriate ethical standards.  
  At times the qualitative researcher has been compared to a ‘bricoleur’ or ‘quilt 
maker’, piecing together a set of representations that are fitted to the specifics of a complex 
situation (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003, p. 5). The social phenomenon that was at the heart of this 
‘bricolage’ was about teachers’ different understandings and self-reported experiences of 
enacting the whole-school common language approach to literacy. In keeping with the 
characteristics of a qualitative approach, no researcher can possibly ‘know’ it all. I have 
pieced together my interpretations of the data that I collected and analysed in the time frame 
allowed for my Master’s project, and in doing so I have and continue to acknowledge my 
own discursive knowledges, understandings and experiences that I have brought with me to 
my research practice. 
3.8 Conclusion  
In this chapter, I have outlined the research design and methodology adopted in my 
case study. From describing my research design in adopting a constructivist paradigm and a 
socio-cultural view of literacy, I have carried out a practitioner-based inquiry of a case study 
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of my own P-12 school, Sunnydale State College. The application of CDA, with its 
commitment to problematising the ‘given’ or the status quo, has allowed me to ‘make the 
familiar strange’ (Erikson, 1984). In applying CDA, this is useful when conducting 
practitioner inquiry, such as Hennessy adopted in 2011 with her doctoral study.  
Hennessy used CDA to analyse the discursive space of her own ninth grade literacy 
class in an urban public school situating her findings across the local, institutional and 
societal domains. In her study, Hennessy (2011) recommends that teachers and students need 
supporting and stimulating to develop a more just and inclusive practice in their schools, 
where all students get a fair deal. Montessori and Schuman (2015) combined critical 
discourse analysis, participatory action research and an emergent research design while 
working with teachers and students to develop more inclusive practices to cater for greater 
classroom diversity. This emerging field of combining CDA and practitioner inquiry is 
allowing practitioners, such as myself, to adopt a critical stance to view their own work both 
from within and outside their own institution. In my case, the three data sets and phases of 
data collection involving the document analysis, whole-school survey and semi-structured 
interviews has allowed me to put together a fuller picture of what was happening at 
Sunnydale in terms of literacy education. 
The instruments and methods of data collection, including document analysis, 
supplemented by the other two data collection phases of a whole-staff survey and semi-
structured interviews, have been explained in this chapter also. The means of multiple stages 
of qualitative data analysis and interpretation of multiple data sets, including simple 
descriptive statistics (plus frequencies and percentages), thematic analysis and CDA were 
explained. After addressing the limitations and issues of validity and reliability here, next I 
will go onto report my findings and my discussion of the data. In Chapter 4, the first of two 
chapters outlining my data analysis and findings, I sought to answer the question just what is 
Sunnydale’s official commitment to literacy, as identified in the school documentation. In 
Chapter 5, I explore my findings of the survey and interview analysis, revealing what were 
the teachers’ experiences in enacting the program and their own commitments to literacy 
pedagogy practice at Sunnydale.  
 
 Chapter 4: Sunnydale’s Official Commitment to Literacy 111 
Chapter 4:  Sunnydale’s Official Commitment to Literacy 
4.1 Introduction  
The aim of this chapter is to explore the ways in which literacy is given certain status 
within the case study site. This is achieved by analysing key school documents for the ways 
they construct and represent “literacy” as an entity. In turn, this allows for the interpretation 
of the College’s commitments to and position on literacy in their policy and program 
enactment. The ‘official view’ of literacy within the College is presented in this chapter. This 
can then be read in relation to teachers’ reported experiences via the whole staff survey 
outlining the commitments of staff to the literacy approach, and their associated values, 
attitudes and experiences of literacy, as well as analysis of the interview data gleaned from 
six teachers, as presented in Chapter 5. 
A further goal of this chapter is to position myself as researcher applying a critical lens 
to these school documents, to ‘make the familiar strange” (Erikson, 1984) and adopt the 
position of ‘inquiry as stance’ (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009). Adopting a critical stance 
towards what to me as a “cultural insider” is our “everyday” practices, allows me to 
problematise existing documentation made available to all teachers of the college. As a result, 
the document analysis has provided valuable insight into how these texts work and how they 
are taken up (or not) by teachers, shaping the literacy pedagogy practices within the College.  
In this chapter, I will explain how the three documents were considered and chosen and 
provide detailed background and context of each. This is necessary in order to understand the 
relevance and significance of the documents. As a practitioner-inquirer, I come with an 
‘insider’s’ perspective of the origins and place of these documents within the school, which 
will help to situate their apparent status and use within the College. Following this is the 
document analysis in which I have applied a range of tools outlined in Chapter 3.  
The purpose of the document analysis is to identify: 
 How literacy (as a phenomenon) is conceptualised in these texts within the 
College; 
 How the school prioritises literacy, and the particular literacy activities that are 
given certain status within the College’s official documentation.  
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The document analysis, in conjunction with the analysis of the whole-staff survey and 
semi-structured interviews, builds a more comprehensive and complex picture of the 
College’s commitment to literacy and to literacy enactment at Sunnydale. This chapter 
presents selected data as evidence of findings and provides a discussion of the data as well.  
4.2 Document Analysis  
The document analysis was vital in disrupting my assumptions as an insider and key 
member involved in the literacy strategic initiatives of my school. It allowed me to better 
problematise my position as an insider, to “see the familiar in new and very different ways” 
(Tricoglus, 2001, p. 137). As outlined in Chapter 3, the key school documents analysed 
included the 2015 Staff Handbook, 2014 Literacy Placemat and 2015 P-12 Curriculum 
Framework. However, it is important to note that these school documents are 'incomplete' by 
nature and always shifting. They are not policy per se, but instances of enactment that 
respond to broader agendas, as Ball, Maguire and Braun (2012) state: 
Policy is complexly encoded in texts and artefacts and it is decoded (and 
recoded) in equally complex ways… Policy ‘making’ is a process of 
understanding and translating… Policy making, or rather, enactment is far 
more subtle and sometimes inchoate than the neat binary of decoding and 
recoding indicates… policy enactment involves creative processes of 
interpretation and re-contextualisation – that is, the translation of texts into 
action and the abstractions of policy ideas into contextualised practices. (p. 3) 
The P-12 Curriculum Framework, for example, was produced initially to satisfy a broader 
agenda, as a means of further evidence for a school curriculum audit to reflect existing 
practices. Only later did it then become a resource to help shape future literacy enactment 
practices across the school. It is essential to consider the conditions of production 
(Fairclough, 1989) of these documents and how they came into being – which will be 
outlined in detail in this chapter – as well as the continually shifting nature of work in schools 
and the complex process of interpretation and enactment.    
4.2.1 Context of documents and initial analysis. Drawing on Rogers’ (2004) 
description of Fairclough’s (1992, 1995) three-tiered model, my analysis will move through 
the description, interpretation and explanation phases of analysis, as outlined previously in 
Chapter 3 (Section 3.3.3). In applying this method, the documents can be situated within the 
institutional domain of Sunnydale State College, which can both enable or constrain the 
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formation of key documents and policy reform enactment. Such a process, in turn, operates 
within the wider societal domain of official government and curriculum literacy policies and 
reform. This three-tiered model, as it was applied in the document analysis of this study, was 
previously outlined in Section 3.3.4, Figures 3.4 and 3.5. This process reflects the 
interconnected and discursive nature of the domain relationships.   
The key documents can be situated in a hierarchy of interpretation from the broader 
literacy agenda of policy-makers, down to school administration, leaders within schools 
guiding strategic reform and program coherence, and finally down to the teachers on the 
‘frontline’ (Griffith & Smith, 2014). As Ball (1994) asserts, such policy texts “cannot simply 
be implemented”. They have to be translated from text to action and put ‘into’ practice across 
a range of contexts with the resources available. “Practice is sophisticated, contingent, 
complex and unstable [and is open] to erosion and undercutting by action, the embodied 
agency of those people who are its object” (pp. 10–11, in Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012, p. 3). 
Teachers have the final say in what this enactment and translation into practice actually looks 
like. 
This process of translation is accounted for by my process of analysis in moving down 
through each document. Figure 4.1 outlines the hierarchy of interpretation from the Staff 
Handbook – offering a perspective on the official stance of the school; to the Literacy 
‘Placemat’ – offering a perspective on the whole school assumed commitment to literacy; and 
finally to the P-12 Curriculum Framework – which offers teacher-reported indications of how 
texts (including the Literacy Placemat), initiatives and priorities are being taken up (or not). 
All of this sits within the broader context of literacy policy beyond the school level, also 
evident in Figure 4.1. Document analysis can aid in discerning how the key documents are 
representing and also prioritising literacy as a concept or phenomenon, through questions 
such as What is “literacy?” and How important is it?  It also helps to examine how the 
process of putting “literacy” into practice at the level of whole-school planning occurs (i.e., 
where the whole-school commitment exists).  
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Figure 4.1. Document hierarchy of interpretation down to the ‘frontline’ of teachers 
In the following section, I provide the background for and show analysis of the first school-
based document, the Staff Handbook. 
 
4.3 The Staff Handbook: Where does literacy fit in? 
This next section addresses the significance of the school’s commitment to literacy, as 
it is stated in the Staff Handbook. The handbook is the first key artefact documenting 
officially where ‘literacy fits in’ to the teaching practices of the College. Of course my study 
can be situated within the broader international context of literacy policy reform and the 
changing literacy agenda in Australia.  
4.3.1 Background and context of the ‘Annual go-to guide’. The 2015 Sunnydale 
College Staff Commencement Handbook is a key document for all staff at Sunnydale State 
College. Based on my knowledge as a “cultural insider”, this document has considerable 
significance as the key reference for all teaching staff across the P-12 College. The document 
is revised annually, and distributed by the College Executive to all staff prior to the 
commencement of school each year and when any new staff commenced part way through 
Literacy policy  (beyond school)
Staff handbook 
(official stance)
Literacy 'Placemat' 
(as indicator of 
whole school 
commitment)
Curriculum Framework 
(Teacher reported indication 
of 'take-up' or not)
Teachers' practice on the 
frontline in classroom
Teachers' practice on the 
frontline in classroom
Teachers' practice on the 
frontline in classroom
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the year. It forms the basis for all formal processes, policies, school priorities and 
communication in the College. The purpose of the document is to communicate the 
complexities of the day-to-day operation of the College, covering the following contents: 
Table 4.1. Handbook contents summary 
- School values 
- Student Free Day program outline 
- Calendar, staff contacts, meeting structure  
- Map of the College, bell times 
- Evacuation Procedures and First Week Procedures 
- Inclusive support teams  
- E-learning, IT Infrastructure 
- The Strategic Planning and Structure of the College, including 
“Our Distinctive Curriculum” and “Our P-12 Curriculum 
Priorities” (p. 31) 
- College Pedagogical Platform 
- Literacy Templates, Numeracy Templates, Thinking Skills 
Framework, Assessment Templates 
- Referencing, school Policy Information, Intranet Information 
- Executive Line Management Structure and Executive Team 
Roles and Responsibilities  
Each year, the College commences with three days of professional development 
drawing on this Handbook as the primary reference guide for all processes, policies and 
procedures across the entire Prep to Year 12 College. The institutional significance of such a 
key document means that if it is to be determined that literacy is a priority within the College 
then it should be evident in the document. 
It is important to note that in my dual role as a practitioner-researcher, I have a 
detailed understanding of this document and the history of the Staff Handbook over the past 
three years since my commencement at the College. In 2014, a major achievement for the 
Literacy Strategic Committee was the inclusion of our Literacy Placemat and templates 
within the Handbook. This view is reflected in one of my journal entries earlier this year: 
I was reminded of when we ‘made it’ into the 2014 Staff Handbook. It was 
quite an achievement and we acknowledged it as a powerful step in making 
literacy a whole-school priority. It meant that the executive recognised our 
work and our resource and were making a whole-school commitment to the 
whole-school program and priority. 
What an achievement! 
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This was followed by a one hour professional development session on our 
common language approach literacy within our college, reinforcing the 
mantra “literacy is everyone’s business”, and making it into the college 
handbook mean that it indeed now explicitly was. 
Looking back on this now in 2015, I have re-framed my thesis, as part of a 
crucial step in my revision process this month asking the question now: IS 
literacy everyone’s business? (Journal, 29 April, 2015) 
The Handbook is given prominence within the institution as the first reference point for all 
staff across the school. How this is ‘taken up’ (or not) as a key document to frame teachers’ 
practices within the college will be shaped to some degree by both the presence or absence of 
‘literacy’ within the text, and the specific language used in relation to literacy within the 
College.  
4.3.2 Data synthesis, analysis and interpretation. This section outlines the initial 
exploration of the data, detailing how I applied a series of analytic tools, and identified 
themes and categories to explore in depth. The table of analytic tools was explained in 
Chapter 3 and included a more iterative and interconnected approach. From starting with 
recurring concepts and collocations around the term ‘literacy’, to closer grammatical analysis, 
and tracking what was present and absent, to delineating what was in focus in the foreground 
and given status, I was able to examine the documents in depth. While the term and concept 
of ‘literacy’ being foregrounded in the documents is significant and part of my thematic 
analysis, it is important to recognise that this is part of the usual national discourse and 
curriculum focus on literacy and numeracy, and is somewhat expected in school planning and 
curriculum documents.  
To begin with, an analysis of the recurring concepts and common collocations in the 
Staff Handbook document revealed that literacy was a recurring theme (or category), often in 
relation to the Literacy Committee. This is evident in the following data table (Table 4.2), 
reproducing data from the Handbook.  
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Table 4.2. Recurring concepts of “Literacy” within the Staff Handbook 
 
Analytic tool Category Examples  
Recurring 
concepts –  
common 
categories 
and related 
collocations 
Recurring 
concepts: 
“Literacy” + 
[other words/ 
modifiers] 
 Literacy (Literacy Committee) 
 Literacy Placemat 
 Literacy – A “curriculum priority” 
 Literacy & Numeracy Priorities 
 A common language approach to literacy 
Literacy Strategies 
An analysis of the recurring concepts and collocations of these instances identified a 
clear pattern. In all cases, the Handbook referred to the singular concept of literacy. Examples 
included the “Literacy Committee”, the “Literacy Placemat”, “Literacy strategies” and “A 
common language approach to literacy”, as well as the common collocated phrase “Literacy 
and Numeracy priorities”. However, any examples of multiple “literacies” in the plural form 
or more complex multiliteracies work (Cope, Kalantzis, & New London Group, 2000) were 
notably absent. In additional analysis of what was present or absent with basic frequency 
analysis, in the 49-page Staff Commencement Handbook, there were 11 instances which 
explicitly referred to the term “literacy”. The presence of numerous instances of the singular 
concept of literacy can be seen as foregrounding a focus on traditional literacy as a skill, or a 
set of strategies. At best a lack of knowledge of “literacies” and the multiliteracies theory and 
pedagogy from the literature is evident here. These instances privilege the role of the Literacy 
Strategic Committee in promoting literacy as an integral whole-school commitment.  
A notable and significant absence occurs in the opening Principal’s statement for 
2015 and the “Year Ahead”. The 2015 “Year Ahead” statement is the official welcome, 
setting the scene for all staff at Sunnydale. The welcoming statement proffers a greeting to all 
before outlining the college’s whole-school agenda and pedagogic approach: 
The Year Ahead….2015 
Again in 2015 we will continue to extend our whole 
college approach in thinking skills as a key component of our 
Pedagogical Platform (supporting our writing, reading, thinking 
skills, referencing, spelling programs and values)   
Figure 4.2. 2015 Staff Handbook snapshot of the mandated “P-12 Curriculum Priorities” 
(Handbook, 2015, p. 1) 
The word “literacy” is not explicitly mentioned here. Also, any form of multi-literacies (as a 
plural, not singular form) is absent. What is interestingly foregrounded in focus, though, is 
the skill of “spelling”, and is most likely tied to a very traditional view of literacy as a set of 
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skills, with the presence of particular noun groups denoting such a view – “writing, reading… 
[and] spelling programs” (Handbook, 2015, p. 1) as shown in Table 4.3.  
Table 4.3. Presence of noun groups to delineate literacy as a set of skills 
“The use of  terms such as “writing, reading, referencing, spelling” indicates certain 
assumptions being made about literacy as a set of traditional skills, common in the long-
established 1950s-era, skills-based approach to literacy reform (Snyder, 2008). A skills focus 
is also reflected in the broader literacy agenda of ACARA (2013) to develop in students “the 
knowledge, skills and dispositions to interpret and use language confidently for learning and 
communicating… and participating effectively in society” (p. 1). However, a clear absence is 
evident in the document of any mention or collocation of multiple literacies or any inclusion 
of KLA-specificity. This is perhaps indicative of the perpetuation of resistance to content area 
literacy (Friedland, McMillen & Hill, 2011; Gillis, 2014; O’Brien & Stewart, 1990; O’Brien, 
Stewart & Moje, 1995; Sturtevant, 1996; Sturtevant & Linek, 2003). 
What is further foregrounded and given status in the Handbook, especially through 
the collective pronoun “our”, is the implication of a collective commitment.  Priority is given 
here to “our whole college approach”, “our pedagogical platform”, and “our… programs and 
values”, denoting a collective responsibility. While it cannot be determined from the 
document alone the teachers’ stated commitment to literacy, it is clearly implied that literacy 
should be a collective responsibility, that it seems it is indeed everyone’s business from the 
perspective of the College Principal. Additionally, the emphasis on programs could signify 
the many interventions and solutions to a range of literacy problems, with an almost ‘deficit 
model’ approach, like there is a lacking of skills that needs to be fixed. Such an observation 
further alludes to the pressure placed on teachers, especially in this growing era of data-
driven instructional program coherence and accountability around literacy standards (Comber, 
2012; Lingard & Sellar, 2013;  Sharratt & Fullan, 2013).   
A clear presence here is a narrow definition of literacy, alluded to as a basic set of 
‘skills’, which seemingly are an integral part of the College’s Pedagogical Platform. Literacy 
Analytic tool Category Examples  
Presence  Noun 
groups 
Writing (programs) 
Reading (programs) 
thinking skills  
referencing 
spelling (programs) 
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is constituted as a “priority”, presented in a position of possible status in this document. For 
instance, literacy features in the prime ‘number one’ position in the Handbook’s list of 
curriculum priorities, denoting a certain hierarchy within this institution as in Table 4.4.  
Table 4.4. The mandated “P-12 Curriculum Priorities” reproduced below: 
 
OUR P-12 CURRICULUM PRIORITIES 
The following strategies are mandated across Prep to Year 12. 
Literacy (see Literacy Placemat for overview of strategies) 
 Common Literacy Planning Template 
 PEEL Paragraphing 
 Referencing 
 QAR – Comprehension Strategies 
 Explicit Teaching of Spelling through Words their Way and other 
programs 
 Editing and Proofreading Program 
(Handbook, 2015, p. 31) 
The positioning of literacy as having a certain level of status or implied importance is alluded 
to in a number of ways in the section titled “OUR P-12 CURRICULUM PRIORITIES” 
(Handbook, 2015, p. 31). First, literacy is foregrounded before other priorities of numeracy 
and thinking skills in the Principal’s welcome address. The Literacy Committee is given 
precedence before the Numeracy Committee in the Handbook and related professional 
development sessions. In addition, curriculum foci are always stated as focusing on “literacy 
& numeracy” (literacy is first). In the list of 12 strategic committees the Literacy Committee 
is situated in the first position (again directly followed by Numeracy). Most significantly, 
literacy is stated as the first priority of “OUR P-12 CURRICULUM PRIORITIES” 
(Handbook, 2015, p. 31). I am reminded of a previous journal entry where I reflected on our 
perceived status: “We were number ONE! First in the PD line-up and first in the Handbook! 
What a PROUD moment! It was like Literacy was our school’s FIRST priority, we felt so 
important! ...But were we really? Did it just feed our impassioned hopes and delusions?” 
(Journal, 24 July, 2015). Yet, in the wider field of educational policy, it is naturally always 
worded as literacy and numeracy. So in commenting on this here and later in the chapter, 
drawing on evidence from the documents of what is present and in the foreground does not 
necessarily equate to power and status within the school.  
A further notable presence and of particular focus in the foreground is the term 
“mandated” taken from the Handbook. The verb “mandated” signifies a greater force and 
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implies an obligation upon teachers. It can be interpreted that at Sunnydale, literacy (and the 
literacy strategies listed below) is not negotiable – but is an enforced priority and a practice 
that all teachers must enact.  
The common collocation of “literacy and numeracy” is featured multiple times, with 
the focus firmly on testable data-driven set of skills, such as comprehension, spelling, reading 
and writing. These word choices suggest links to NAPLAN and external testing regimes. As 
reflected in the literature, high-stakes and external standardises testing like NAPLAN is 
increasingly having a profound effect on teachers’ practice, with some identifying the 
negative impact on teacher motivation, identity and the detrimental narrowing of the 
curriculum (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012; Thompson, 2013; Thompson & Cook, 2012), 
to the more positive emphasis on student gain, instructional program coherence (Newmann, 
Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 2001), and improvement in literacy benchmarks (Wildy, 2012). 
Regardless, a renewed skills focus is undeniably linked with NAPLAN and increasingly 
promotes “teaching-to-the-test” mentality and quantifiable accountability for literacy and 
numeracy standards in schools.  
The advocated focus on literacy and its significant prioritisation in the Handbook is 
significant. From a Literacy Committee’s perspective, it seemed (at least to us that) literacy 
was of considerable importance being listed first, but this did not necessarily translate into 
practice from my own experience (as indicated in my journal reflections). Again, the concept 
of multiliteracies, widely acknowledged in the literature (from Freebody & Luke, 1990; to 
Cope, Kalantzis, & New London Group, 2000) is absent, however, literacy’s presence as an 
important part of the P-12 whole-school pedagogical platform, curriculum delivery and in 
teachers’ explicit instruction is clearly evident. This can be seen in the following diagram of 
the College’s “Pedagogical Platform” copied from the Staff Handbook (Figure 4.3). A clear 
focus also remains on the whole-school context. P-12 or Preparatory year to Year 12 is 
repeated throughout as a common theme and collocation. Thus, the focus of literacy as a 
whole-school commitment and priority is overtly stated within this document.  
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Figure 4.3. Sunnydale Pedagogical Platform, as featured in the 2015 Staff Commencement 
Handbook (2015, p. 32) 
Furthermore, the adjective modifier used to describe the delivery of the curriculum 
through “explicit” instruction before detailing a range of literacy strategies, denotes a certain 
specificity. The use of such terminology is consistent with the nature of explicit instruction. 
As I have previously discussed in Section 2.3.3, Luke’s (2014) definition of explicit 
instruction as “teacher-centred, focused on clear behavioural goals and outcomes… but not 
limited to, highly structured, instruction in basic skills in early literacy and numeracy 
education” (p. 1) is relevant here. According to the Handbook document, the expectation and 
commitment of staff  assumes that they will deliver literacy (and the associated literacy 
strategies) with a focus on basic skills instruction in their classrooms – no matter what the 
grade level, through a teacher-centered, goal-oriented approach. Thus, Green’s operational 
dimension (1988) and Kalantzis and Cope’s ‘old basics’ skills approach (2012) is clearly 
foregrounded here. 
Yet, how this actually translates into classroom practice is another complicated 
process and part of the “diverse and complex ways in which sets of education policies are 
‘made sense of’, mediated and struggled over, and sometimes ignored, or, in another word, 
enacted in schools” (Ball, Maguire, Braun, 2012, p. 3). Moving from the Staff Handbook, 
another key document which shaped the College’s approach to literacy enactment and how it 
was ‘made sense of’ by staff was the Literacy Placemat. 
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4.4 The Literacy Placemat: Laying the Groundwork for a Whole-School Approach  
In laying the groundwork for a whole-school approach, the second key artefact of the 
Literacy Committee’s ‘Placemat’ was integral to investigate what approach Sunnydale was 
enacting. This document alone explicitly outlines the school’s approach to literacy and what 
is meant by (or goes unsaid about) the ‘whole-school’ program and the ‘common language 
approach’ is integral to understanding the program’s enactment.   
4.4.1 Background and context of the ‘Placemat’. The Sunnydale State College 2014 
Literacy ‘Placemat’ originated from the College’s Literacy Strategic Committee. Drawing on 
my own knowledge and co-contributions to its creation, the following discussion reveals my 
assumptions at the time and the considerations made in creating this ‘Placemat’ resource. In 
late 2013, the Committee sought to create a ‘one-stop-shop’ for all staff, new and existing, to 
access the key priorities and resources for literacy within our College from P-12. The goal 
was originally a resource which proved easier to access and use rather than getting lost and 
‘drowning’ in a ‘sea of files’ which was the shared G drive (a common drive at school). 
Whether a teacher was just starting at Sunnydale, or was a long-serving staff member, the 
intention of the Placement was that in a few clicks it would be easy for a teacher to find, view 
and understand what literacy looked like at Sunnydale, what strategies and skills should be 
taught, and what resources should be accessed. If we really were to develop a whole-school, 
common language to talk about literacy, we needed a place to start to establish this 
metalanguage. We needed a base of general and agreed upon strategies and initiatives, and 
everyday resources to lay the groundwork. Thus, our ‘placemat’ became the foundation for 
our common language approach. 
The executive members of the strategic committee at the time, including a fellow 
colleague of mine as Chair of the Committee and myself who was the Secretary then, met 
with the Head of Curriculum of our Junior School to discuss and plan the development of this 
resource. This staff member had previously developed a very successful primary reading 
program, creating an A4 double-page ‘placemat’ outlining the priorities of reading across the 
whole of Junior School. It combined the effectiveness of visuals and information (as in an 
infographic), with the convenience of hyper-linking to existing documents and resources. It 
proved a very successful tool from the point of view of our Committee and Executive, but 
there was little evidence of its success and wider implementation. One of the chief reasons 
why I instigated this project was to find out. The Junior School Reading Program Placemat 
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then formed the basis for our own ‘Literacy Placemat’, which the Strategic Committee 
members developed over a series of months.  
The resultant product was both a visual overview of literacy at Sunnydale and a 
digital, hyperlinked repository to the key literacy resources, documents and strategies which 
already existed for teachers to use in the classroom across P-12. As chief creators of the 
document, we developed and refined this document with detailed input from the committee 
who as a group decided on the current literacy priorities within the college, which the 
document then reflected. The work of previous literacy committees and initiatives was built 
into the resource and consensus was reached across our P-12 colleagues (from all sub-
schools). Finally, a literacy statement was written and revised by the committee as a whole to 
make an overt, explicit statement of what literacy looked like and how it was to be defined 
within Sunnydale. The current placemat is a digital ‘living’ document (with active hyperlinks 
to resources), as well as being featured in the Handbook. 
The resource was tried and tested by the Committee through trialling its use, 
implementing strategies and resources from the bank available, before being passed onto our 
administration executive staff member in charge (our Junior School Principal at the time). It 
soon received approval from the school Executive team, who were impressed by the 
document and encouraged and endorsed its inclusion in the following year’s (2014) Staff 
Handbook. The Executive team also devoted considerable time - a full two hour PD session- 
to its introduction with all P-12 teaching staff. This has been the case from 2014, with a 
refresher session at the commencement of the school year in 2015 as well. As stated 
previously, the inclusion of the Sunnydale State College 2014 Literacy Placemat in the Staff 
Handbook reflected considerable commitment from the Executive and school to this initiative 
and a “whole-school, common language approach” to literacy was instigated. 
4.4.2 Data synthesis, analysis and interpretation. As the foundation document for 
the whole-school, common language approach to literacy, the literacy statement of the 
Sunnydale State College 2014 Literacy Placemat was crucial in shaping the literacy teaching 
practices of the College. Detailed analysis of this statement was carried out by applying 
specific elements of CDA including identifying modality, verb types and pronouns in order to 
analyse how literacy is constructed and positioned in this document. 
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The statement, as it features in the Literacy Placemat, shown in Figure 4.4, and also in 
the Staff Handbook is the most explicit statement of the College’s commitment to literacy and 
how it is defined in the school’s documentation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.4. Literacy Statement from the Literacy Placemat – A Common Language Approach 
to Literacy at Sunnydale State College (Staff Commencement Handbook, 2015, p. 33) 
As one of the first guiding research questions of this study is exploring “What are 
teachers’ understandings of literacy?”, this literacy statement holds significant institutional 
standing to shape and influence teachers’ understandings and practices to literacy.  
Table 4.5. Collective pronouns and nouns present in the Literacy Statement 
 
Analytic tool Category Examples  
Grammar  
pronouns and 
nouns indicating 
the whole-school 
Collective 
pronouns and 
nouns 
Our  
All students  
equip them 
enhance their life choices 
all year levels and subjects  
across the entire P-12 College 
 
What first becomes apparent (in Tale 4.5) is the repeated use of collective pronouns: “Our”, 
“them”, “their”, as well as nouns such as “All students” and “all year levels and subjects”. 
The repeated focus on collective pronouns and the grouping of ALL students across ALL year 
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levels and subjects further reinforces the collective group commitment as a WHOLE college 
from Prep to Year 12 to literacy – reinforcing the idea that “Literacy is everyone’s business”. 
The onus is on the students, rather than the teachers according to this statement, to “build a 
skills-set” to improve results on tests and (somehow miraculously) “enhance their life 
choices”, which is a big task. The modal verb “will” is also of interest implying future action 
(with notable verb mood choices evident in the following table).   
Table 4.6. Notable patterns in verb mood choices in the Literacy Statement 
Analytic tool Category Examples 
Grammar  
verb moods 
Modality and  
declarative verb 
mood 
Our primary goal is to develop a whole-school 
approach to literacy that extends from Prep to Year 12. 
Key literacy skills that most effectively support 
student learning across all year levels and subjects 
are: 
 Spelling Skills; 
 Proofreading and Editing Skills; 
 Consistent Practices and Language for a 
range of P-12 Literacy Strategies. 
The verb mood used here is declarative as indicated by the above statements. The goal 
of the declarative mood is to persuade the reader of the certainty or import of something. 
Both instances position teachers as readers of the document to accept that literacy teaching 
practices and strategies are “mandatory”. The statement specifies that certain aspects of 
literacy are more important than others as they are deemed to support learning across all 
subjects and years, that is, spelling skills, proofreading and editing skills, and also 
consistency across practices and language for a range strategies.  
The selection representation of key literacy skills here in this hierarchy is significant. 
Spelling is given top priority, before that of proofreading and editing. This prioritisation 
echoes the traditional view of literacy “reading and writing skills” of the earlier Principal’s 
statement, and is representative of the narrow scope of such a customary definition of literacy 
(Snyder, 2008). Yet again there exists the assumption that literacy education just involves the 
transfer of “technical, surface skills” (Street, 1995, p. 15). Additionally, as one would 
assume, a common language approach needs consistency and uniformity, which is made 
overtly clear with the statement of “consistent practices and language” – the key word here 
being consistent. Unfortunately there is a considerable absence here of not explaining or 
naming exactly what the consistent practices or language involve. It is only inherently 
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implied that the strategies, resources and language used in the Placemat constitute part of a 
common language framework. Confusion and a lack of clarity over what a common language 
involves was a clear barrier and challenge within this P-12 setting, which is reflected in the 
literature on the integration of literacy across the content areas (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; 
Draper, 2008). Refining common practices, strategies and language used by a range of staff 
to be flexible enough to be adapted for four-year-olds to 18-year-olds is an immense task. 
Of further significance here is the scope and ambiguity of the third point on 
“consistent practices and language”. This is in stark contrast to the precise details of the 
previous two points. Here the statement speaks to literacy with more of an open definition, 
not assuming very narrow or specific points, but acknowledges that literacy involves a range 
of practices and language for a range of strategies. The Placemat does outline a set of 
strategies, but that is all for its establishment of a metalanguage – a language to talk about 
language (Torrance & Olson, 1987; Geoghegan, O’Neill & Petersen 2013). As the only 
statement specifically outlining the College’s commitment to literacy, what this common 
language actually involves is a notable absence. Yet, the statement includes various verbs 
(processes) to describe both the relationship between teachers and students. For instance, 
teachers must explicitly develop the literacy skills of their students, and students themselves 
being agents of power and change in regards to their own literacy learning and ability.  
Table 4.7. Analysis of verbs used in the Placemat Literacy statement 
Analytic tool Category Examples  
Presence (verbs) Verbs – 
action/material 
processes 
 
 
Verbs –  cognitive 
 
develop  
build 
equip 
 
 
extends   
improve 
enhance 
support 
 
articulates 
provides 
Again, a more traditional, limited definition of literacy as a set of skills is evident. 
Literacy, according to this statement, is a set of “skills” and “strategies”. Firstly, this literacy 
statement features various verbs describing the teaching practices and processes of these 
skills (as evident in Table 4.7). For example, “develop”, “build” and “equip” are all action 
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verbs which suggest teachers practically constructing tangible skills. The verbs “develop” and 
“build” lend themselves to construction connotations, and “equip” implies teachers are 
supplying students with various literacy “tools of the trade”. These very specific language 
choices all allude to an interesting almost technical discourse, reflecting a functional and 
utilitarian approach to literacy.  
Secondly, other verbs describe the longer term effect of developing these skills in 
students – “improve”, “enhance”, “support” – all positive connotations, signifying a positive 
valuing of literacy skills for students and their ‘enhancing’ effect. These processes or 
cognitive verbs demonstrate a more long-term development of skills, rather than initial 
acquisition, but more of a long-term mastery. Interestingly, the ‘Placemat’ is the document 
described as “articulating” the promotion of literacy skills, “providing” an overview as a 
foundation of some form of specificity for the common language that is “mandated” across 
the college.    
In summary, based on the findings of the document analysis, it was evident that 
literacy was considered a priority and given institutional status as part of the espoused 
commitments of the College. The ‘mandated’ literacy priorities were considerably evident as 
the most present strategies across the Handbook and promoted in focus in the foreground in 
the Literacy Placemat. Of particular significance is the continued skills-focus and narrow 
definition of literacy as a singular concept, which is continually promoted and evident in the 
documents so far. This represents the official stated commitment towards literacy in the 
College. But an analysis of the Curriculum Framework document presented a more detailed 
overview of the specific literacy priorities that were reportedly enacted across the P-12 
curriculum at Sunnydale. 
4.5 The P-12 Curriculum Framework: A Whole-School Overview of Curriculum 
Implementation and Practice 
4.5.1 Background and context of ‘Ticking-the-box’. The context of the Sunnydale 
State College 2015 P-12 Curriculum Framework arose as the result of preparation for the 
school’s teaching and learning audit in 2013. It had become apparent that there did not exist a 
document which tracked our curriculum across every subject and across our sub-schools from 
Prep to Year 12. Therefore, the Framework was born in a lengthy process by which Heads of 
Department and year level subject coordinators created overview documents for each subject 
in each year level. This large scale effort was yet further evidence of the school’s attempt to 
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respond to the broader literacy agenda, and also evidence of school policy enactment as 
“always a process of ‘becoming’, changing from the outside in and the inside out”(Ball, 
Maguire & Braun, 2012, pp. 3-4) 
The subject overview included an outline of every term and each unit, including the 
achievement standard, unit overview and description, assessment information.  Details of the 
P-12 literacy and numeracy strategic initiatives adopted in each unit were included, along 
with the thinking skills or tools, as these three areas were our school’s P-12 priority 
curriculum foci (See Section 4.3 above). This entire document, authored by many teachers 
from different levels, was then synthesised and compiled by the Junior School Head of 
Curriculum and presented as part of the documentation for the audit. I know from my 
experience and anecdotal evidence from colleagues, that this was simply seen as an 
obligatory exercise in ‘ticking-the-box’.  In many ways this corroborates Ball, Maguire and 
Braun’s point (2012) on the common approach to policy demands and the kind of ‘doing’ of 
policy which remains set within a linear, top-down and undifferentiated conception of policy 
work in schools (p. 5). In the following year, 2014, the document was revised, with 
possibilities for changes and updates, leading to the current version of the framework in use 
in 2015, which can be accessed digitally on the school common drive (but is referenced by 
very few, if at all). The inclusion of this document is not based on its significance as a widely 
used text of any considerable status, but its value in representing evidence of reported 
curriculum implementation across the school from P-12, which is not recorded anywhere else. 
 As stated, the purpose of this document is to represent the curriculum framework as it 
is delivered across Sunnydale State College, from Prep to Year 12. It is commonly used in 
unit and assessment planning, drafting and reviewing. It is endorsed as a key document 
within our College, but its actual use and the frequency with which it is accessed and 
explicitly referred to by teachers can be highly variable, based on my own experiences and 
knowledge as a ‘cultural insider’. While policy “enactments are collective and 
collaborative… [they also occur] in the interaction and inter-connection between diverse 
actors, texts, talk, technology and objects (artefacts) which constitute ongoing responses to 
policy” (Ball, Maguire and Braun, 2012, p. 3). This P-12 Curriculum Framework is one of 
those key ‘artefacts’ with considerable institutional significance as evidence of the school’s 
response to societal agendas (as in Fairclough’s three tier model). It is integral to mapping the 
teaching of literacy and the embeddedness of literacy initiatives and a common language 
approach across the College in its entirety. 
 Chapter 4: Sunnydale’s Official Commitment to Literacy 129 
4.5.2 Data synthesis and initial analysis. This section outlines the initial exploration 
of the Curriculum Framework document during which I synthesised and organised the data, 
identified themes and categories and decided which data to explore in depth. Before an 
analysis of this document could be conducted, the data needed to be synthesised into a data 
table which singularly represented the stated commitment to literacy across the P-12 
curriculum at Sunnydale. The details on the P-12 literacy strategic initiatives (a row within 
each table) was copied from each subject area in each year level (from the separate Year level 
overviews, as shown in Figure 4.6) and collated into a one Excel spreadsheet document.  
The process of selecting and synthesising the data in this way (including moving it 
around, reducing, transforming, categorising and coding) is a process of interpretation, which 
generally answers the questions: “What’s going on here? What does it all mean? What is to 
be made of it all?” (Schwandt, 1997, p. 4). This synthesis and interpretation of the data was 
integral to both track the changing language used throughout the document in relation to 
literacy, but also to track patterns visually (of what was both noticeably present and absent, as 
well as lexical collocations) across the P-12 curriculum and sub-schools. Additionally, 
according to Simons (2009), data reduction involves selecting, focusing and abstracting key 
data, which is then displayed in a chart, graph or table form as a visual representation. This is 
what I have done (see photographs in Appendix D) to ‘see’ what is happening, before 
emerging patterns and explanations are drawn, confirmed and verified in the third stage of 
data reduction and transformation.  
While a highly integral document to this study (as it explicitly tracks the literacy 
strategies, tools and initiatives embedded across the curriculum and across each sub-school 
within the College), its authorship and origin needs to be carefully considered. The accuracy 
and detail of the literacy initiatives embedded and featured in each subject overview was 
completely at the discretion of the author of that particular section, that is, particular teachers 
and Heads of Departments.  It is important to factor in the conditions of production 
(Fairclough, 2003) of documents such as these when conducting CDA. No text exists outside 
of a context (Halliday, 1978) and all texts are partial instantiations of broader ideational 
fields. While a very useful and highly relevant source of data, the comprehensiveness of such 
stated literacy commitment needed further clarification and investigation. Thus, the 
secondary data sets of the staff survey and interviews are crucial to further explore the 
observations and interpretations made from this document analysis alone.  
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The synthesis of the raw data of the Curriculum Framework was a complex process 
working on the scale across the whole P-12, but was necessary in order to collate it into one 
Excel spreadsheet document. This synthesising process enabled me to analyse and describe 
the patterns which emerged across the document. The subject areas were listed in the same 
order of their appearance within the Curriculum Framework.  
My analysis demonstrated that English was the first priority – situated first across 
every year level across all three sub-schools (Junior, Middle and Senior), followed by 
Mathematics, Science and History in the document. Such a prioritisation could suggest status 
being attributed to certain subject areas over others. On the other hand, English is a core 
mandatory subject that all students must study in Australia. Situating English first could 
imply that English teachers continue to “bear the burden” of literacy and that it is the 
responsibility of English teachers mainly to teach literacy (Cantrell & Callaway, 2008; 
Draper, Smith, Hall & Sieber, 2012; McCoss-Yergian & Krepps, 2010). 
In creating the Excel spreadsheet, this same pattern was observed, with the exception 
of a revised re-ordering of subjects in Middle and Senior Schooling to group similar subjects 
with others in the same faculty or KLA; For example, grouping dance, drama, music and art 
together, or ITD, CAD and Graphics together. Also, matching the colour-coding aided the 
visual analysis allowing patterns of meaning making across the data to be seen more clearly. 
This “display of data”, which Miles and Huberman (1994) assert is essential, was generative 
for more thorough analysis. Figure 4.5 on the next page shows a sample overview for Year 8 
English from the P-12 Curriculum Framework. It clearly outlines the P-12 strategic priorities, 
including a line across just for literacy, with the literacy initiatives and strategies for each unit 
included in the table.  
Taking an inductive approach again, I began by looking for recurring threads and 
phrases in the data concerning the common literacy initiatives, looking for firstly what was 
present, and then what was absent. By reading across the synthesised data table and using 
colour-coded sticky notes at first, and then highlighter pens, a range of recurring themes and 
patterns was identified. Appendix D provides photographic evidence of this process and 
shows the early analysis and synthesis of the P-12 Framework (with an example in Figure 4.5 
on the following page). What was present (yellow), absent (green) and interesting 
contradictions or notable peculiarities that were points of difference (orange) were mapped.  
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Figure 4.5. A sample subject overview from the P-12 Curriculum Framework document for Year 8 English outlining the P-12 Literacy Strategic 
Initiatives (in red). 
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Reading down the table revealed cross-curriculum priorities within one grade level, 
while reading across the table revealed commonalities and consistencies (or 
otherwise) across the year levels and three sub-schools. By way of example, in using 
this data table I was able to track the literacy initiatives embedded in core English 
classes from Prep all the way to Year 12. I could also track the literacy initiatives and 
commitments across every subject in Year 8, including core and specialist subject 
areas. So while much of this analysis was conducted “off-stage” (Weatherall, Taylor 
& Yates, 2001), this careful, detailed process is evident in the steps that I describe 
here and in the appendices.  
I created a table of observations to map and show the themes that emerged 
and sample observations I made initially of the data (what was present, absent, 
interesting). Overall, consistent patterns of practice of literacy strategies across the 
College were apparent. Great variation among the strategies, as well as 
contradictions and inconsistencies also became evident to me from this stage. This 
informed the decision as to which data to more closely analyse using CDA.  
The adoption of CDA for this document analysis allowed me to identify the 
espoused institutional status and overt commitment to literacy that existed across the 
three school sectors and across the curriculum as a starting point. The aim of the 
analysis was to look for what was there and what was not; for commonalities and 
contestations. Rogers (2004) states that CDA:  
“is an analysis of not only what is said, but what is left out – not only what is 
present in the text, but what is absent. In this sense, CDA does not read 
political and social ideologies onto texts. Rather, the task of the analyst is to 
figure out all of the possible configurations between texts, ways of 
representing, and ways of being, and to look for and discover the 
relationships between texts and ways of being and why certain people take up 
certain positions vis-à-vis situated uses of language” (p. 7).  
The Curriculum Framework reflects the reported literacy commitments and practices 
of teachers across the subject areas and year levels from P-12. The document was 
significant as the only evidence of practice across the entire school context in regards 
to literacy. 
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 An additional analytic ‘lens’ was applied to the P-12 Curriculum Framework 
beyond looking for what was present or absent, and what was in the foreground or 
background. I also traced what consistencies and contestations existed across the 
document through its synthesis and visual representation by looking for patterns in 
the Excel data spreadsheet. This part of the process in analysing the P-12 Curriculum 
framework enabled me to compare and contrast this document with the previously 
analysed documents to get a more comprehensive picture of the college’s official 
view on literacy. The P-12 framework shows evidence of ‘interpretations of 
interpretations’ (Rizvi & Kemmis, 1987) of literacy, in other words many 
interpretations as to what constitutes literacy teaching practices and strategies 
embedded across the College. What is stated in this document or what has become 
“picked up and worked on” (Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012, p. 4) and what has not, 
varies significantly.  The following section explores in more depth the various 
constitutions of literacy across the year levels and subjects areas.    
4.5.3 Closer analysis and interpretation of the P-12 Curriculum 
Framework. Beginning inductively, a reading across the document (across the year 
levels and sub-schools) as well as down (i.e., down the cross-curriculum priorities 
and KLAs for each grade level), the recurring concepts and common categories 
became apparent.  In relation to earlier analysis of the 2015 Staff Handbook in 
Section 4.2 which explicitly outlined the “mandated literacy priorities” across the 
whole P-12 College, an obvious pattern emerged. For instance, reading deductively 
then the stated literacy priorities from the Junior School (JS) English, Year 1, Term 
1, to English in Year 5, Term 1 and  examining English in the Middle School, Year 
8, Term 2, a pattern emerged of four common categories: literacy template, QAR, 
spelling and PEEL. These are four of the six mandated priorities as stated in the 
Handbook.  PEEL is a basic strategy for paragraph writing (introductory point, 
evidence and examples, to elaborate and explain, and link at the end). QAR is a basic 
comprehension framework (question-answer relationship) used at Sunnydale. Table 
4.8 shows examples of recurring concepts and literacy priorities evident across the 
sub-schools and demonstrates some significant embeddedness of the priorities across 
P-12.  
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Table 4.8. Recurring concepts of the mandated literacy priorities evident across the 
sub-schools in English in various term-long units of work   
Analytic tool Category Examples 
Recurring 
concepts –  
common 
categories 
and related 
collocations 
Recurring 
concepts: 
Mandated 
literacy 
priorities 
(from the 
Staff 
Handbook) 
 
JS ENGLISH, Year 1, Term 1: 
• Literacy Template 
• Common Language Support Booklet 
• QAR 
• Spelling HQ & Weapons for Spelling 
• Literacy Template  
• Common Language Support Booklet 
• QAR 
• Spelling HQ & Weapons for Spelling 
JS ENGLISH, Year 5, Term 1: 
• Literacy Template 
• Common Language Support Booklet 
• PEEL 
• QAR 
• Spelling HQ & Weapons for Spelling 
• Literacy Template 
• Common Language Support Booklet 
• PEEL 
• QAR 
• Spelling HQ & Weapons for Spelling 
MS ENGLISH, Year 8, Term 2: 
• Literacy Template 
• Spelling strategies 
• PEEL 
• QAR 
• Literacy Template 
• Spelling strategies 
• QAR 
• Editing and proofreading strategies 
• Exemplar 
SS ENGLISH, Year 12, Term 1: 
• Literacy Template 
• Annotated Exemplar 
• Literacy Template 
• PEEL 
• Annotated Exemplar 
• QAR/3 Level Guide 
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A simple frequency analysis was conducted first on the single Year 8 
Curriculum Overview document (as a representative grade-level sample), and 
secondly on the data table of ALL of the curriculum overviews from P-12 
synthesised together (the whole P-12 Curriculum Framework synthesis spreadsheet). 
The following Table 4.9 outline the recurring concepts in relation to literacy and the 
school literacy priorities with simple analysis of the frequency with which these 
terms and concepts occurred throughout.  
Table 4.9. Recurring concepts and the frequency of these occurrences across the 
whole P-12 Curriculum Framework synthesis spreadsheet  
Analytic tool: Term: Number of instances*  
Recurring 
concepts –  
common 
categories and 
related 
collocations 
(and 
frequencies) 
“Literacy” 313 cells  
“Literacy Strategic Initiatives” 1 
“Literacy template” 276 
“Template” 316 
“Spelling” 256 
“PEEL” 324 
“QAR” 147 
“Exemplar” 543 
“Annotated exemplar” 42 
“Editing” 32 
“Proofreading” 18 
“Editing and Proofreading” 4 
“Referencing” 77 
* NOTE: These occurrences were calculated by the total number of cells in which the term 
was present in the Excel spreadsheet but does NOT include additional repetition within a 
single cell to account for multiple units in that term of the subject. 
On the one hand it could be assumed that the consistencies suggest successful 
embedded practice of the literacy strategies and priorities. For instance, the obvious 
recurrence of PEEL, with 324 instances across the Excel spreadsheet suggests that 
this strategy is indeed (based on the self-reported nature of this Curriculum 
Framework document) embedded successfully and widely across the College. 
Through my position as both practitioner and inquirer, I know that this was a legacy 
inherited by the current Literacy Committee as a successful initiative by members in 
years previous. Its recurring presence in the document could indicate the depth of its 
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embeddedness as a whole-school commitment and to the success of the strategy 
itself.  
On the other hand, certain consistencies and repeated patterns of what is 
present and recurring throughout the document may also indicate seemingly ‘forced’, 
‘obligatory’ practice, in what perhaps is perceived as compulsory instructional 
program coherence (Newmann, Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 2001). The systematic 
repetition of the mandatory literacy curriculum priorities, word for word, could 
indicate an almost obligatory ‘ticking the box’ approach, of ‘copying and pasting’ 
priorities, with little evidence of detailed consideration, differentiation, or support of 
embeddedness in practice. This analysis is of course limited to the constraints of this 
document, authored and compiled by many different teachers across the College, in 
response to previous audit requirements, and is only representative of teachers’ self-
reported curriculum enactment across the College. 
In addition to PEEL, there are substantial instances of the terms and concepts 
of “template” (316 occurrences) and “literacy template” (276 occurrences) recurring 
across the document. The high number of instances also suggests that the multiple 
literacy template resources and strategies from the Literacy Committee are 
‘reportedly’ in wide use across sub-schools, year levels and KLAs. Spelling is further 
evident as another recurring espoused priority across P-12, with 256 instances 
present, indicating a considerable emphasis on spelling across the college in certain 
KLAs. Other areas of referencing, editing and proofreading seemed less of a 
‘priority’ (as shown in the frequencies above), with considerable absences in certain 
KLAs and year levels across the P-12 Curriculum Framework, with far fewer 
instances reported than PEEL, spelling and the 147 occurrences of the QAR 
comprehension strategy.  
An analysis of what is present and absent throughout the data identified an 
observable pattern of QAR (a comprehension strategy and framework adopted by the 
College, called Question and Answer Relationship) as a clear consistency across the 
data. 
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Table 4.10. Notable patterns of presence and absence of significant consistencies and 
contradictions  
Analytic tool: Category: Examples:  
Presence and 
absence 
 
Presence: 
Frequent 
occurrences of 
what is 
consistently 
present 
JS ENGLISH, Year 2, Term 2: 
• Literacy Template 
• Common Language Support Booklet 
• QAR 
• Spelling HQ & Weapons for Spelling 
• Reading Program 
• Literacy Template 
• Common Language Support Booklet 
• QAR 
• PEEL 
• Spelling HQ & Weapons for Spelling 
• Reading Program 
SS MATHS A, Year 12, Terms 2-4: 
• Explicit teaching of new vocabulary 
• Literacy Template for Assignments 
• PEEL paragraphs 
• Q & R sheets 
Absence: 
Consistent 
absences 
(contradictions) 
JS MATHS, Year 2, Term 1: 
• [COMPLETELY BLANK] 
SS ENGLISH, Year 11, Term 2 
• Literacy Template 
• Annotated exemplar 
• PEEL 
SS ENGLISH, Year 12, Term 2 
• PEEL 
• Literacy Template 
• Annotated Exemplar 
The presence of QAR which is illustrated across the Junior School (JS) 
alludes to a reported focus of this strategy in the lower primary years. This is, at 
times, the only initiative or strategy included at all. However, QAR is noticeably 
absent in the Senior School (SS), with very little occurrences evident. This disparity, 
while perhaps year-level specific (although it is evident across 10, 11 and 12 which is 
concerning), is still indicative of a strategy that perhaps is clearly not a P-12 priority, 
especially when it is only reportedly included in the JS and not a priority (completely 
absent almost) in the SS. There are considerable barriers to whole-school 
implementation (Newmann, Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 2001) , as Sturtevant and 
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Linek (2003) have also stated that such strategies across the curriculum “often go 
unused in content area classrooms, even though information about these methods has 
been disseminated through widely attended [programs]” (p. 74). This is especially so 
when a strategy or resource must be applicable from Prep to Year 12 students, which 
is often seen by many as unrealistic, unfeasible and impractical.  
While there is an absence of QAR as a literacy strategy or initiative in all of 
the SS, across all of the specialist subjects, QAR has multiple occurrences in MS. 
This is mainly in English across years 6-9, across 8 Maths, 6-8 History, and 8-9 
Geography in multiple units (MS Humanities). Such a pattern perhaps alludes to the 
importance of foundations in explicit literacy teaching, with QAR long being 
embedded in the Junior School, and revised in Year 8 RAR (compulsory Year 8 
library reading program), but only recently introduced as a whole-school priority in 
2014. Another reason to explain such a trend could also be disparate teacher 
education programs. But, there is a clear pattern of embeddedness from the JS to the 
MS, but not in Senior. Research from Western Australia by Faulkner and associates 
(Oakley, Rohl, Lopes and Solosy, 2011, 2012), supports successful targeted 
embeddedness of literacy strategies across the middle school curriculum, yet it may 
be that embeddedness beyond the middle years is met with resistance (O’Brien & 
Stewart, 1990; O’Brien, Stewart & Moje, 1995). Finally, another interesting 
contestation is what is assumed to be a typing mistake or error in Year 12 
Mathematics A (across Terms 2-4), which includes “Q & R sheets” – is this 
supposed to be QAR? (I checked with colleagues, and it seems it was written down 
incorrectly). So its repetition perhaps more signifies a lack of understanding and 
commitment to the strategy as it is not even reported correctly.  
In a further comparison of patterns across the sub-schools, many absences are 
clearly evident in a visual analysis of the data across the spreadsheet, with a lot of 
notably empty space and blank cells. The lack of detail across the curriculum in JS 
for instance, is significant, with the exception of the English curriculum area, and 
sporadic additions of QAR and more detail across the Year 5 KLAs. More 
considerable absences of other mandated priorities include referencing, proofreading 
and editing, and an obvious lack of both priorities in all of the JS. While Senior 
English subjects include very little literacy strategies and priorities other than PEEL 
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and the use of literacy templates and exemplars (or models) which are not strictly 
part of the literacy framework, but perhaps should be.  
In analysing this certain questions arose for me, both as researcher but also 
practitioner. I am currently a Senior English teacher within the College, and this 
document is supposed to represent our commitments to practice and enactment of the 
curriculum and school priorities. So, I questioned do Senior English students in 
Years 11 and 12 not need explicit instruction in any other literacy areas? Is this no 
longer part of teaching practice in English in the Senior Years? Why does this not 
reflect my own literacy teaching practices? What implications did this have overall in 
challenging the representativeness of the data in the Curriculum Framework 
document? In answer to such questions posed by the data, this instance can be 
interpreted as yet another example of the impact of the authorship of the document 
relating to the detail, relevance and significance of the information featured.  
The notable absence of detail in Senior English of explicit literacy work and 
my own observed contestations reflected Ball, Maguire and Braun’s (2012) assertion 
that such documents never fully represent the actual work in the classrooms. They 
cannot fully show the detailed translation of texts into action, but instead merely 
neglect or examine only superficially the abstractions of policy ideas into 
contextualised practices (p. 3). Finally, such a contradiction is also significant in 
representing the considerable challenges faced in cross-curriculum and whole-school 
program implementation. Substantial barriers exist in achieving true program 
coherence across a school from P-12, which is clearly evident in the disparity of the 
data across this document. Table 4.11 demonstrates notable patterns of presence and 
absence of literacy in its singular and plural forms, which is significant in the multi-
literacies and KLA specificities mentioned.  
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Table 4.11. Notable patterns of presence and absence of singular and plural forms of 
literacy 
Analytic tool: Category: Examples:  
Presence and 
absence 
 
Presence and 
absence: The 
occurrence of the 
plural form of 
“literacies” 
One and only occurrence of the plural form 
of “literacies” 
MS HPE, Year 7 – “Utilise practical 
literacies” 
Presence: The 
multiple occurrences 
of different types of 
literacies, rather than 
just the limited 
singular definition, 
but modifiers are 
present across 
different 
KLA/subject areas 
 
MS Food Studies, Year 9 – “Technical 
literacy” 
 
MS ITD, Years 9-10 – “Visual literacy” 
 
SS Hospitality, Year 10 – “Technical 
literacy” 
 
SS Business and Technology, Year 11  – 
“Computer literacy” 
 
SS Graphics, Year 11– “Visual literacy” 
Across the P-12 Curriculum Framework notable absences in relation to 
literacy as anything more than a singular concept was evident. “Literacies” in its 
plural form occurs only once in the entire document in relation to practical literacies 
in Year 7 HPE. There were five instances of different types of literacies with 
additional modifiers to specify – technical, visual and computer literacy throughout 
the Middle and Senior Schools in different subjects. This alludes to the adoption of 
the definition of literacy as not just a singular concept, but one that can also 
encompass a range of different types of literacies, multiple literacies (Gee, 1997; 
Luke & Freebody, 1994) or Multiliteracies (Cope, Kalantzis, & New London Group, 
2000). However, the data foregrounds overall a narrow focus again on literacy in its 
singular form, giving status to literacy as a set of skills to be developed.  
The notable pattern of literacy foregrounded as a set of skills – alluding to Green’s 
operational dimension only and a common old basics approach, is present throughout 
as shown in Table 4.12. 
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Table 4.12. Notable patterns of literacy as a “set of skills” foregrounded (in focus) 
and given status throughout the document    
Analytic 
tool: Category: Examples:  
In focus in 
the 
foreground 
(what is 
given status) 
and what is 
situated in 
the 
background 
Foreground/ 
focus: the 
traditional 
view of 
literacy as a 
“set of skills” 
is given status 
and 
foregrounded 
 
SS Hospitality, Years 11-12 – “Correct use of 
technical terms and definitions”, “Correct grammar, 
spelling, punctuation and presentation” – emphasis 
and explicit focus on “correct” is foregrounded. 
MS and SS Science Years 6, 7, 11 and 12 – 
Specifying the skills “compare/contrast” as part of 
literacy in Science. 
SS Business and Technology, Years 11-12 – More 
focus on verbs and skills, foregrounding skills of 
presenting, analysing and synthesising as part of 
literacy. 
A focus of literacy as a skills-set is foregrounded across the data. 
Interestingly, the emphasis from the entry of SS Hospitality on the “correct” terms, 
definitions, spelling and grammar, is indicative of Lo Bianco and Freebody’s (2001) 
skills approach and “family of thought” – emphasising the technical procedures for 
coding and decoding (reading and writing). The data also mirrors the almost 
technical discourse evident in the language of the Literacy Placemat, again the 
language used here and the multiple occurrences of explicit literacy “skills” 
foreground and reflect a functional, utilitarian approach to literacy. The presence 
across the MS and SS of a more traditional perspective and representation of literacy 
– adopting the position of literacy as narrowly defined skills including reading, 
writing and spelling – harks back to the 1950s-era, skills-based approach to literacy 
reform (Snyder, 2008).  
There are some notable contradictions and contestations in the data that 
disrupted patterns of what was present and absent across the data. In the description 
and interpretation of the data from the P-12 Curriculum Framework, it was the 
contestations that identified much about what was or was not ‘taken up’ or reported 
as being enacted across the school. The synthesis of data and detailed analysis was 
integral to exploring “the unexpected, the unusual… the exceptional [as well as] the 
typical” (Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2001, pp. 4-5) throughout the document. Some of 
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the chief inconsistencies and significant contradictions and contestations evident in 
the data are summarised in Table 4.13.  
Table 4.13. Notable patterns of contradictions and apparent contestations evident in 
the background throughout the document    
Analytic 
tool: Category: Examples:  
In focus in 
the 
foreground 
(what is 
given status) 
and what is 
situated in 
the 
background 
Background 
points that are 
situated not in 
focus; 
apparent 
contradictions 
and 
contestations 
that are 
inconsistent 
throughout 
MS Maths, Year 8, Term 1 
• Exploring terminology related to concept being 
studied. 
(looking at root words, spelling, root origins) 
• Identifying and reviewing common terms and their 
meanings (Calculate, simplify, justify etc.) 
• Explicit teaching of vocabulary 
• QAR 
MS Science, Years 6, 7 and 9 
 KLA specificity with “Scientific 
Vocabulary” made foregrounded and mentioned 
every science unit of Years 6, 7 and 9. 
 Notable absence in Year 8 - Result of 
authorship? 
SS Science, Years 11-2 
 Odd “cut and paste” addition and multiple 
recurrences of embedding CCEs (Common 
Curriculum elements) into the Science units 
under literacy 
 Explaining, summarising, condensing – 
more verbs (skills?) to describe literacy 
SS Engineering Furnishing, Years 11-12 
 Very specific details for literacy initiatives 
and demands for the subject of Engineering 
Furnishing: 
• Correct spelling and terminology 
• Technical definitions 
• Procedural Writing 
• Industry Language 
• Correct spelling and terminology 
• Technical definitions 
• Industry Language 
MS and SS Art 
 Very specific, detailed and inconsistent 
elaborations in MS and SS Art  
Example 1: 
• “What if” scenarios; counter-factual histories; 
artefacts from the future; concepts + tasks 
addressing ACARA General Capabilities and 
 144 Chapter 4: Sunnydale’s Official Commitment to Literacy 
Cross-Curriculum Priorities, including literacy 
Example 2:  
• Various work associations, scaffolding 
• “Reading “ and devising symbolic codes; 
exploring formal and expressive qualities of 
elements and principles, esp. line, texture + 
pattern. 
• Research and analysis discussion 
 
For the notable contradictions and contestations which emerged in the data 
and sampled above, it could be seen that these are examples of attempts to reflect 
modifications and adaptations of the framework. Many are samples of content or 
KLA specific literacy applications. While of course such deviations again can be 
attributed to the authorship, source and creation of the document, these very specific 
and sometimes almost peculiar and anomalous elaborations are significant and 
perhaps more accurately reflect the reality of teachers making interpretations based 
on their own experiences and subject area expertise in their own classrooms on the 
‘frontline’ (Griffith & Smith, 2014).  
Firstly, an interesting inclusion of words ‘derivation’ and ‘etymology’ is 
evident in Year 8 Maths, with word roots and origins foregrounded as a literacy 
priority. This is in stark contrast to the commonly perceived “maths-literacy divide” 
(Friedland, McMillen & Hill, 2011), and is significant that it is in the mathematics 
field in which there is the only mention of such close literacy and etymological work 
with words. Also, there are numerous instances of subject and KLA specificity, with 
certain language and literacy specifications according to the subject content area. For 
instance, Middle School Science made scientific vocabulary explicit, alluding to 
more open disciplinary-based approaches to literacy (Fang & Schleppegrell, 2010).  
One of the most detailed and explicit descriptions of the literacy initiatives 
and demands of their specific subject area comes from a most unlikely KLA in 
Senior Engineering Furnishing. The stated literacy specifics of this subject area 
include: “spelling and terminology, technical definitions, procedural writing and 
industry language”, alluding to genre and discourse work and the salient nature of 
language across different text types for different purposes. The challenges to 
embedding content area literacy and disciplinary-based approaches across the 
curriculum have been well documented (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; Draper, 2008; 
O’Brien, Stewart and Moje, 1995), with the complexities of curriculum, pedagogy 
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and school culture often cited as competing reasons for such difficulties. Yet, there 
are examples of such divergent points that have not been simply the result of a ‘copy-
and-paste’ approach, reflecting very specific literacy considerations made by 
teachers. 
Lastly, additional inconsistencies in literacy elaborations are present under 
MS and SS Art. Examples range from referring to ACARA’s General Capabilities 
and Cross-Curriculum Priorities, to literacy as “Reading” and devising symbolic 
codes, to including research and analysis discussion. These instances, among many 
other contradictions and contestations are further evidence of the variety of “minute 
and mundane negotiations and translations” (Ball, Maguire and Braun, 2012, p. 3) 
occurring at Sunnydale (and in schools across the nation and globally) in the 
complex processes of interpreting and enacting literacy policy reform.  
All of these examples of contestations have arisen from the documentation. 
The authorship of each document must be considered in relation to the detail, 
relevance and significance of the information featured. However, it is notable that 
various subject areas included language and literacy specifications and outlined some 
form of KLA specificity, detailing the explicit literacy demands within their subject 
area. Such specificity, I know for me as a practitioner and from my perspective as 
Chair of the Literacy Committee, has been a considerable challenge for the whole-
school common language approach. Yet the efforts of the teachers who attempted to 
address what Draper, Smith, Hall and Sieber (2005) call “literacy-content dualism” 
must be applauded for managing the teaching of content with the teaching of explicit 
literacy skills, and perhaps even reflecting instances of multi-literacies.  
However, such contestation can also represent a lack of understanding or 
even confusion about what literacy is, how it can be defined, as well as what 
initiatives, strategies and skills are encompassed under the broad umbrella term of 
‘literacy’. For instance, why were there multiple instances in SS Science across 
Years 11-12 of the recurring addition of embedding CCEs (or Common Curriculum 
Elements) into the science units under literacy? (In Queensland, in preparation for 
the senior QCS Test, CCEs are embedded across all subject areas to ensure students 
adequately gain experience in these essential skills across the curriculum). This odd 
inclusion seems the result of what could be described as a “cut-and-paste” approach. 
Also included were more verbs and skills of “explaining, summarising, condensing” 
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to describe literacy work. This seems again vague and ambiguous, but was relying on 
a definition of literacy as a skills-set. These variations in the data reflect widely 
diverse interpretations of literacy, of the whole-school approach to literacy, the 
literacy priorities in the school, as well as what exactly is enacted across the P-12 
curriculum at Sunnydale. So it seems that if staff cannot agree on what is literacy, 
then how can a common language approach ever be achieved? 
4.6 Conclusion  
In summary, Chapter 4 outlined the document analysis phase of the study, 
outlining the findings from three key documents at Sunnydale about the stated 
commitments to literacy and its place in the College. In my analysis of this data set, 
it was important for me to first outline and contextualise each document before 
reporting on my findings. Ultimately, the application of CDA to the documents (in 
which I was implicated) and had previously taken for granted to some degree, 
provided me with a more critical, reflexive perspective. This analysis raises some 
key questions however, about labelling the program ‘whole-school’ and the intent of 
establishing a ‘common language’. It is apparent that Sunnydale’s official 
commitment to literacy is well documented, but purports a narrow definition of 
literacy as a skills-based endeavour.  While there exists a prioritisation of literacy in 
its most traditional sense and singular form, there is little evidence of encompassing 
a range of different types of literacies, multiple literacies or the inclusion of a more 
complex understanding of multiliteracies pedagogy. Thus, further questions are 
raised concerning the view of literacy and the approach to literacy pedagogy 
promoted by the school, with further exploration needed.  
The school also faced considerable challenges in achieving consistency 
across P-12, other than a clear repetition of the priority strategies, such as PEEL with 
an almost cut-and-paste approach evident in some documentation. There was also a 
significant lack of an explicit statement about what the College’s policy and 
commitment to literacy actually involved, with little to no explanation about what 
was the school’s common language approach to literacy. This is important to 
consider how teachers’ understandings, experiences and practices have been 
influenced by the school’s prioritisation and commitment to literacy, as evident in the 
document analysis. I will explore this in detail in the next chapter on the findings of 
my survey and interview data analysis.   
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Chapter 5:  Teachers’ Self-reported Experiences of the Literacy 
Program 
5.1 Introduction  
The aim of this chapter is to demonstrate how the ‘official view’ of literacy  
within the College, as analysed in Chapter 4, relates to teachers’ self-reported 
understandings of literacy and their experiences in enacting the common language 
approach to literacy. I present my analysis of the survey and interview data that 
explored how (if at all) the stated commitment to literacy translated into teachers’ 
own self-reported practices. The survey results provide information concerning the 
stated commitments of staff to the literacy approach, and their associated values, 
attitudes, beliefs and experiences of literacy in their teaching practices. This 
information contextualises the responses of individual teachers gained through the 
interview process. Together, the three data sets (including the documents, survey and 
interviews) provide a fuller picture of what was happening at Sunnydale in terms of 
literacy education. As in the previous chapter, this chapter presents selected data as 
evidence of findings and provides a discussion of the data as well. 
The teachers’ self-reported successes, challenges and limitations in their own 
experiences of the program varied widely. Such variety reflected a complex interplay 
of many factors including the following: their years of teaching experience; their 
position in their various sub-schools and KLAs; the teachers’ understandings of 
literacy as a concept; their ability and confidence in literacy teaching and 
commitment to literacy teaching practices; their perceived flexibility of the program 
and perceived relevance, applicability and usefulness of the strategies and overall 
framework; and their perceived level of recognition of teachers as skilled 
professionals. While the scope of this project could not possibly address all such 
factors, it is important to acknowledge the complexities involved in the teachers at 
Sunnydale, as in many other schools, carrying out the very ‘messy’ process of 
literacy policy reform and enactment.  
In this chapter I argue that two main trends emerged from the data analysis 
after a careful reading and re-reading of the data critically. Firstly, through the 
completion of multiple layers of analysis and ‘off-stage’ work (characteristic of 
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practitioner inquiry), the data made evident a series of commonalities and 
agreements about the business of literacy and its prioritisation at Sunnydale, with a 
common focus on skills and the goal of making literacy instruction explicit. However, 
a second more complex trend emerged revealing a range of contradictions, 
contestations and disagreements across the data, with competing definitions and 
views of literacy, and a variety of themes revealing questions over the problems of 
the current whole-school approach. I will now explore these two trends further.  
In Section 5.2 I present analysis of the survey and interview data to show the 
commonalities and agreements that emerged. From a careful analysis of the data sets, 
what became apparent was a collective agreement that literacy is (or at least should 
be) everyone’s business. Further points of agreement included the commitment to 
literacy being a key priority within the College, the agreed upon need for ‘explicit’ 
literacy instruction across P-12, and the agreed quest for consistency as having 
considerable importance. However, despite this support from colleagues regarding 
the importance of literacy, as I continued to read their feedback more closely, I 
discovered that what constitutes literacy was extremely varied with differing 
definitions and understandings of the term and concept. Also a somewhat troubling 
message from some staff about their views on the related Professional Development 
(PD) became apparent. When the whole-school program was introduced by the 
Literacy Committee, some teachers felt the PD was confronting and disrespectful of 
staff and their own professionalism. 
In Section 5.3 I explore the data critically to uncover the contestations, 
disagreements and the varied points of clarification sought by the teachers. Chiefly, I 
will address what was concerning to the respondents, including the many challenges 
and limitations faced by the whole-school common language approach to literacy. 
These contestations and disagreements evident in the teachers’ self-reported 
experiences are grouped under the following themes and headings: 
 Uncertainty and disagreement over what literacy is and what literacy teaching 
is; 
 The role of Professional Development and initial program delivery; 
 Repetition, restriction and a formulaic response to subject specialists – the 
dangers of a one-size-fits-all approach;   
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 Infantilisation and straitjackets- the lack of acknowledgement of teachers’ 
professionalism and experience; 
 The misconception of the framework as a developmental model. 
 The whole-school P-12 Question: Is it even feasible, realistic, achievable or 
worthwhile? 
As I have discussed previously in depth in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.2, in 
Heimans’ (2014) review of the influential work of Ball, Maguire and Braun’s “How 
schools do policy” (2012), he argues that context is not seriously considered enough 
in education policy research. In applauding the work of Ball and his colleagues the 
many complex factors which intricately shape and influence policy enactment are 
importantly brought to line. Part of my project has sought to shine a light on some of 
these school-specific factors and to investigate exactly how teachers’ reported 
understandings of literacy and their own self-reported experiences on the frontline of 
education influences policy enactment.  
Drawing on documented Heimans’ (2014) assertion of a shift in policy 
research moving away from knowing what policy is, to shifting towards being 
concerned with the “messiness and unpredictability of what people do” (p. 308) with 
policy, there is no denying that this is indeed a ‘messy’ business. A significant factor 
in this ‘messiness’, which must not be ignored, is the careful consideration of the 
complexity, nuances and minutiae of the day-to-day business of ‘real’ schools 
(Singh, Heimans & Glasswell, 2014). As Ball, Maguire and Braun (2012) aim to 
“disrupt the idealism of policy by introducing the reality” of real cases (p. 42), I also 
attempt to do so here.  
I argue that such complex processes occur across three domains. The first is 
the local domain: a complicated interplay between Sunnydale’s Literacy Strategic 
Committee, the key texts within the school, and the staff on the ‘frontline’ who are 
chiefly involved in the ‘messy’ process of enactment (Ball, et. al., 2012). 
Furthermore, in considering the importance of both the school’s presence within the 
institutional domain, as well as the personal contexts of its teachers acting within the 
local domain, there remains a broader literacy agenda – there is no escaping the 
larger societal domain of governmental and mandated curriculum policies. However, 
the how enactment takes place and is negotiated across these three domains 
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continues to be somewhat contingent on individuals in their own classroom and 
school contexts, such as my P-12 colleagues at Sunnydale. 
The school context of Sunnydale, outlined in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, provides 
considerable contextualisation for the study. However, the interviews allowed me to 
explore more fully the personal contexts and experiences of the teachers at 
Sunnydale, allowing me to get to the heart of my practitioner inquiry. Context 
mattered considerably to my colleagues and their self-reported understandings of 
literacy, as well as their reported experiences with enacting the literacy program. In 
much of the literature, there is scant recognition of the diverse and discursive nature 
of the mix of communities of practice which exist in schools (Wenger, 2000). 
Ultimately, however, teachers bring with them their own beliefs, values, knowledge, 
histories and experiences, which will impact on their literacy teaching practices and 
enactment of literacy policy reform. Policy enactment does not occur in isolation, nor 
is it simply ‘made sense of’. Instead a complex interplay of interpretation, translation 
and implementation occurs (Ball et. al., 2012). My study has aimed to go beyond 
what Ball, Maguire and Braun (2012) call “cardboard cut-out sense-makers” that are 
“just too linear and too rational, too focused and logical, too neat and asocial”(p. 5) – 
too two-dimensional and unrealistic to reflect real teachers and their real practice. I 
myself am speaking from a real place of practitioner inquiry, as a cultural insider 
investigating how this phenomenon is taking place within my own, and very real 
school. 
In the document analysis, I adopted a critical stance towards the “everyday” 
practices of our school, and problematised the existing documentation in the College. 
From there, an analysis of the staff survey data across the school provided further 
insight into how such texts and commitments were taken up, or not, by teachers. In 
Chapter 5, I will continue from this point to integrate both the survey data and the 
interview data to present how staff members were actually committed to putting 
literacy into practice, exploring more deeply teachers’ self-reported experiences 
beyond the stated commitments to literacy found within the College documents.  
A key goal of utilising the multiple data sets was to explore in more depth the 
relationship between stated commitments to literacy reform and ‘what actually went 
on in the classroom’. With the three data sets I was able to explore both the school’s 
reported commitment to literacy evident in their documents, and the teachers’ 
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understandings and commitment to literacy teaching evident in their self-reported 
experiences. In the data I wanted to explore the agreed commonalities, as well as the 
tensions, disagreements and contestations – seeking “an analysis of not only what is 
said, but what is left out – not only what is present in the [data], but what is absent” 
(Rogers, 2004, p. 7). I sought to explore the successes, challenges and limitations 
reported across the participants, going beyond the stated commitments to literacy and 
how the school defined the phenomenon of literacy, to what teachers reported that 
they believed, understood and enacted.  
As outlined in Chapter 3, the survey was created and administered through 
the software QUT Key Survey, a preferred QUT tool because all data remained 
secure behind the QUT firewall, rather than stored externally. A final copy of the 
survey and questions is included in Appendix B. The survey was anonymous and 
was completed electronically, after being made available to all 150 teaching staff at 
Sunnydale State College. The initial response time was extended (due to low 
response rate and the timing of the survey at the end of term, over the term break and 
after the school reporting period) to allow for a greater number of responses. In the 
end, a total of 37 completed survey responses were received (= 24.6%). While this 
number is not statistically significant, the responses provide useful information about 
how the respondents view literacy and how they enact it.  It could also be a comment 
on the commitment and investment of staff to the school’s literacy program, or the 
confirmation that teachers are indeed very busy professionals. 
The initial exploration of the survey data was achieved through running 
various reports of the data through the survey tool, summarising and translating the 
data into graphical representations, and numerical values – from which simple 
statistical analysis and frequency analysis of the closed questions (featuring Likert 
scale responses) was conducted. Thematic analysis and closer application of CDA 
was conducted on the open-ended survey responses and all interview data. As will be 
discussed further in this chapter and the final findings in Chapter 6, the survey data 
must be problematised, with a considerable challenge and limitation in the findings 
of my study being the lack of respondents from the Junior School (teachers from 
Prep to Year 5).  
Out of 37 respondents, only 3 teachers were from the Junior School 
constituting 8%, and out of the 6 interviewees, only one teacher was from the Junior 
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School (and was the only JS teacher to volunteer for this phase). This is problematic 
in not entirely representing the views across the Junior School. Considerations were 
made as to why there was a lack of response to the survey and call for interviewees 
which was perhaps the result of a perception of the study not seen as primary-
oriented. I myself am mainly positioned within the Senior School, although I teacher 
across middle and senior years, a majority of my load is in Senior. There is also a 
geographical divide within the school between the JS and middle/senior campus 
(across a segment of road), with greater divisions and barriers existing within the 
College physically, organisationally and professionally, even though the College is 
P-12.  
 Further possible reasons why the JS response rate was low could also be an 
indication of possible differences in attitudes, views and perceptions of literacy as a 
whole, and could allude to a lack of investment or commitment to the program in the 
JS. Another reason could also be explained by a difference in perception by JS staff 
concerning the impact and significance of the strategic initiatives, including that of 
the Literacy Committee, being seen as ‘top-heavy’ with MS and SS staff having 
greater priority with their greater numbers and representation perhaps. Conversely, 
the foundation in literacy skills and literacy development from the Junior School 
upwards is extremely fundamental within the College overall, but the number of staff 
and students in the Middle School is also disproportionate to the student numbers in 
6-12 in the rest of the school, with the Junior years only making up around 400-500 
students of the total 2300 population. Yet, regardless of this, the small response rate 
from the Junior School remains a considerable limitation of this study. 
The one-on-one teacher interviews with my fellow colleagues, was to me 
both personally and professionally, the most significant of all three data collection 
phases of my practitioner inquiry. As previously detailed in Chapter 3, I conducted 
the interviews over a period of one month, speaking with a total of six teachers (out 
of the nine volunteers), with a copy of the guided questions available as Appendix C. 
The interview data enabled me to explore in greater depth what the teachers were 
experiencing success with, and exposed further the wide range of challenges and 
limitations they reported in relation to the program’s enactment.    
5.2 Commonalities and Points of Agreement in the Data 
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Overall, teachers at Sunnydale reported an agreed-upon, general commitment 
to literacy as being everybody’s business, and that literacy should be a key priority 
for staff and students. On the whole, the teachers reported what they experienced as 
successes with the program. Their reported understandings of literacy reflected the 
stated commitments made in the school documents of a coherent and somewhat 
consistent skills-based approach to literacy (in its singular form) at Sunnydale. These 
points of agreement were reflected in the survey and interview data, which supported 
the existence of some form of a literacy program or approach. However, exactly 
HOW the literacy policy and whole-school approach to literacy was translated into 
practice varied widely according to the teachers’ self-reported practices. 
  When I read the surveys and listened to the interviews, on one level it was 
quite an affirming process. There were four main goals that our Committee was 
committed to working towards: to make literacy everyone’s business; to reinforce 
literacy as a top school priority; to find some consistency in the school’s approach 
(whether it was developing a common language or establishing a developmental 
model); and to make literacy explicit within teachers’ practices in planning and in 
classrooms. Reassuringly for me as Literacy Committee Chair, aspects of these 
points emerged as key themes across the data as agreed-upon commonalties from the 
survey and interview responses. These will be explored in Sections 5.2.1-5.2.4. 
However, there were also themes that disrupted and troubled the state of play in 
regards to literacy education at Sunnydale, which are explored in Sections 5.3.1-
5.3.6.  
I must foreground here that I initially came to understand the trends in the data 
as a practitioner inquirer. Firstly, in terms of what ‘reassured’ me was identifying the 
re-statement of a familiar mantra that ‘literacy was everyone’s business’ as the 
findings suggested its key prioritisation across the College. Secondly though, I was 
able to put together the pieces of a much more intricate puzzle of literacy education 
at Sunnydale. The respondents seemed to readily concur with the school policy that 
literacy must be an integral part of their practice. However, when I began to look 
more closely at what my colleagues were reporting, their feedback indicated a greater 
complexity involved – things were not as simple as this.  
What might have appeared as a predictable outcome in the variations of 
teachers’ understandings and experiences, the minutiae of what actually was going 
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on proved to be a lot more complicated when examined closely. Careful, critical 
analysis of the data allowed me to step back and see the bigger picture, which I will 
outline here in my findings. As researcher and analyst, when I made multiple passes 
through the data, I began to see these more complicated and diverse responses. It was 
only through my application of multiple analytic tools to the multiple sets of data – 
involving a close analysis of school documents, a broad analysis of the whole-staff 
survey, and again closer analysis of my colleagues’ own individual reported 
experiences – that I came to the insights presented here. In terms of critical 
practitioner inquiry, through the application of CDA and the triangulation and 
reflexivity achieved across the data, this was made possible. 
 I will demonstrate in this chapter how I discovered the more complex picture 
of what was happening with literacy education at Sunnydale through my 
conversations with teachers and also by critically analysing those conversations.  
5.2.1 Literacy IS (or at least should be) everyone’s business. Upon my first 
reading, and the initial analysis and synthesis of the survey and interview data, there 
was a lot of positive reinforcement regarding the business of literacy at Sunnydale. 
There were numerous points of agreement amongst the teachers suggesting that 
nobody was saying that literacy was not important or that there should not be a 
Committee. At the core of this study was the business of literacy at Sunnydale. It was 
our goal to make it everyone’s business and everyone’s responsibility, but was it 
really? In asking this question, speaking as a practitioner inquirer, I felt very 
reassured because out of the 34 survey responses to this question, 26 strongly agreed 
and 8 agreed that literacy is every teacher’s responsibility, as shown in Figure 5.1. 
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Figure 5.1. Graph of survey respondents who agreed that literacy is every teacher’s 
responsibility 
In response to a similar question probing teachers’ beliefs of whose ‘job’ literacy is, 
a resounding 84% or 31 respondents, as shown in Figure 5.2, strongly disagreed that 
literacy was not part of their job.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.2. Graph of survey respondents who agreed that literacy is not part of their 
job 
In exploring this statement further, I wanted to explore the commonly-held 
assumption that literacy was the sole domain of the English teacher or literacy 
specialist (be it in the Junior, Middle or Senior Schools). Such a dimension of 
resistance is well documented in the literature as an issue in both high schools and 
beyond to beginning and pre-service teachers (Cantrell & Hughes, 2008; Lester, 
2000; O’Brien & Stewart, 1990; O’Brien et al., 1995; Sturtevant, 1996). Overall 
(according to Figure 5.3), consensus was that the 37 respondents strongly disagreed 
that literacy is the sole responsibility of English teachers and literacy specialists (29 
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respondents, 78%). Neither did they believe it is the sole responsibility of 
primary/Junior schools teachers only (30 respondents, 81% strongly disagreeing). 
Yet one respondent (a Middle School teacher) believed this to be true and agreed 
with this assertion.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.3. Graphs comparing survey respondents who agreed that literacy is the sole 
responsibility of English teachers and literacy specialists only OR the sole 
responsibility of primary/Junior school teachers only 
In considering the work of Ball and colleagues (2012) on the significance of personal 
context, it is important to note that of the 78% and 81% respectively who strongly 
disagreed that literacy be the sole responsibility of English or primary teachers, that 
19 of the 37 respondents (51%) represented the English and Languages faculty 
(including ESL English). Thus, a considerable number of non-literacy specialists 
supported this assertion that literacy is a part of their job and a part of their 
responsibility, regardless of their KLA.  
Although in both survey questions, one response of “Don’t know” was 
recorded, a collective commitment to literacy as being everyone’s responsibility is 
apparent in this data, reflecting the priorities of the Literacy Committee and the 
College in making literacy a priority for all staff. Exactly what this looks like and 
how staff put this into practice is unclear though. In hearing from the frontline, 
teachers’ views from the one-on-one interviews also supported the view that literacy 
at least should be everyone’s business. However, the interviews allowed me to dig 
deeper, asking how and why, because again what this looked like when translated 
into practice remained vague, as I discuss later in this chapter. 
Since the beginning of my project, the question remained: is literacy 
everyone’s business? From the limited surveys there was a resounding yes, but 
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finally in the interview stage, I was able to ask 6 of my fellow colleagues exactly 
what they thought about this proposition, and probe more deeply beyond the general 
survey consensus.  
While there was a resounding common consensus about literacy being 
everyone’s business in the surveys completed, the language used by the interviewees 
reflected greater complexity around this consensus and needed further clarification. 
My colleagues displayed great consideration about this proposition and all that it 
encompassed. For instance, Peter3 (Middle and Senior School Mathematics teacher) 
adopted quite a diplomatic and all-encompassing view of literacy: 
Researcher: In your opinion, do you think literacy is everyone's business?  
Peter:   Yes, I think it is everyone's business.  
Researcher: Why? I'd really like some people's thoughts on that. 
Peter:   Because, as I said before with the story about the tree and 
stuff… It's everyone's business to educate everyone in 
everything if they are competent in it. But if there's an 
opportunity with a particular lesson to incorporate something 
else from another field and kids have asked about, typically, I 
would call that a teachable moment…  
  We are educators. We might be teaching a particular 
subject and that's what we have to focus on, but all learning is 
everyone's business.  
  … I mean, our goal is ultimately to have a kid walk 
out of this gate at the end of Year 12 with more choices in his 
life than he had when he entered it. Everything else - you 
know we were born with the ability to learn or we wouldn't be 
able to walk, and Google gives knowledge. What we really 
give is choice.     
   (Interview with Peter, September 2015. My emphasis.) 
Peter’s comment about the “teachable moments” and the significance of not just 
literacy but that “everyone’s business is to educate everyone in everything if they are 
competent in it” reflects at first a skills focus on the basics (Kalantzis & Cope, 2012), 
but is ultimately a much more open view in response to this question. In the data 
there is a greater emphasis on literacy as a set of skills, on competencies and 
assessable outcomes – a sentiment echoed by two other teachers, William (Junior 
School music teacher) and Daniel (Senior School English teacher), as well as a 
considerable number of teachers in the survey responses. However, Peter’s emphasis 
on literacy being just one part of offering students “more choices in life” and that “all 
learning is everyone’s business” is more reflective of Green’s (1988) three-
                                                 
 
3 All names are pseudonyms. 
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dimensional model. Green’s ‘Cultural Dimension’ involves the competency with the 
meaning system and the ability to engage purposefully with the use of multiple 
genres to discover and exchange meaning through various modes of communication, 
and his ‘Critical Dimension’ involves the socially constructed nature of all human 
practices and meaning systems to participate effectively and successfully in society.  
Peter’s comments and that of his colleagues who view literacy as having 
more of a universal importance beyond basic operational skills and language 
competency is presented here. Literacy being everyone’s business seems to have 
some social significance in empowering students with greater knowledge, and Peter 
associates this with better catering for students’ interests and natural wonder. 
Nevertheless, William’s less emphatic response still reinforced literacy as a 
competency and the importance for students being literate to operate successfully in 
the world beyond school: 
Researcher: What are your thoughts on this statement - or perhaps I’ll 
phrase it as a question - is literacy everyone’s business? 
William:  Sure.  Why not? 
Researcher: Can you elaborate on that? 
William:  … Yes. I don’t think… well, yes, because it’s important for 
kids to be literate, but it’s not like that’s the only thing 
though.  It’s all everyone’s business because our goal at the 
end of the day should be to be kicking kids out of the door at 
grade 12 that are competent members of society.    
   (Interview with William, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
Both teachers agreed on the importance of students leaving Year 12 being ‘enabled 
learners’ with a literacy skills-set. The literature supports this pragmatic work view, 
as Edwards-Groves (2010) observes “effective literacy teaching as practice which 
‘enables’ learners… Enabling literacy education practices to help learners to go on in 
literacy practices – to be knowing and skilful, who know what they are doing, why 
they are doing it and how to go about literacy. Knowing this ultimately allows them 
to go on as developing and literate members of our society” (p. 1).  
The emphasis on the recurring concept of literate, active and “competent 
members of society” supports the conceptual view of literacy as competency across 
Green’s model of the operational dimension (competency with the language system 
and medium of language) and cultural dimension (competency with the meaning 
systems, engaging purposefully with multiple genres and modes of communication) 
(Green, 1988; Lo Bianco & Freebody, 2001; Ludwig & QSA, 2003; Nixon, 2003, 
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Queensland Curriculum Council, 2001). While the critical dimension is not clearly 
present across all of the interviews, in Section 5.3.1, I explore contestations such as 
Penny’s responses which foregrounded her knowledge of the criticality of literacy, 
language and meaning making.  
Hannah (Senior Chemistry teacher) drew on her past English teaching 
experience reinforcing the English teachers’ mantra of literacy being our core 
business. Her comments reflected the trend in the data which supported the belief 
that language and being literate is empowering for students and is of great 
importance – reinforcing the school’s stated commitment to making literacy a 
priority (as evident in the document analysis in Chapter 4). Her response also 
indicated greater complexity in her own understanding in terms of her knowledge of 
genres: 
Researcher: Do you think literacy is everyone's business? 
Hannah:  Yes. 
Researcher: Could you elaborate [laughs]? 
Hannah:  Well. 
Researcher: It is a yes or no question, but… 
Hannah:  Of course I do.  You know. 
Researcher: How? 
Hannah:  … I'm an English teacher by training too, and so I have a very 
strong belief that language is very, very powerful, and if you 
can manipulate language effectively then you can have power 
as a result of that.  I don't think that English is about teaching 
literacy.  So, teaching the subject English doesn't equal 
teaching literacy, so therefore where does literacy get taught 
if it's not being taught everywhere?  I can't expect my kids to 
walk in, and I don't expect my kids to walk in to my science 
classroom and know the difference between a scientific report 
and an EEI (Extended Experimental Investigation), because 
they are subtle and they are - they look the same to an 
outsider. 
   (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
 
What is foregrounded here, beyond literacy being an important priority, is the 
empowering nature of literacy as a greater concept and phenomenon, beyond basic 
skills and competencies (Kalantzis & Cope, 2012; Simpson, White, Freebody & 
Comber, 2013). Teachers at times linked literacy with power in their particular 
language choices, such as Hannah’s description of “language is very, very powerful” 
and the “power” which can result from students being able to “manipulate” language 
effectively (and in Penny’s comments on the next page about literacy being 
empowering for a community and its citizens). While the school documents reflected 
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the use of noun groups including “reading and writing” to delineate literacy as a set 
of skills, the interview data allowed teachers to be more nuanced with their language 
and responses. An analysis of the Placemat in Chapter 4 identified a reliance on more 
tangible action verbs “develop”, “build” and “equip” suggesting construction and 
practical skills, whereas the action verb “manipulate” as a particular word choice 
used here by Hannah and present across multiple interviews with Daniel and Claudia 
also, involves a more complex and nuanced crafting process.  
The declaration that “English doesn’t equal teaching literacy” (Hannah, 2015) 
was yet further confirmation that common consensus at Sunnydale was that literacy 
was everyone’s business, not just that of English teachers. The common assumption 
that literacy was the sole responsibility of the English teacher or literacy specialist 
was denied and contested. From my perspective as practitioner inquirer, it was very 
powerful to hear teachers speaking from such a position of passion for literacy also. 
Penny (Senior Philosophy and Reason teacher) spoke from her extensive years of 
experience, agreeing emphatically that literacy is absolutely everyone’s business, 
returning to the power and importance of words, language and literacy: 
Researcher: The question is, is literacy everyone’s business? 
Penny:  Oh absolutely.   
Researcher: Is something… 
Penny:  No question about that. 
Researcher: Yes.  I’d like you to share your thoughts on that. 
Penny:  Well, yes, exclamation marks.  Because or how? 
Researcher: In any way, shape or form. 
Penny:  Well, I think for a vital community and its citizens, if people 
are literate they are going to be involved, engaged with what’s 
happening around them, whether that’s on paper or orally or 
artistically or any… of the social forms or IT wise or 
whatever.  So it’s our business in the sense that it benefits us 
all as educators to raise the level of literacy and hopefully 
move people from competence to mastery to whatever comes 
next in terms of their literacy abilities.  Once again, different 
faculties will have different things to contribute although all 
of the faculties are going to be using language, like oral and 
written communication, at some point whereas it’s not 
necessarily true that all of the faculties would be using the 
literacies of other faculties.  So it comes back to the core of 
words. 
   (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
Penny’s language choices reflected the survey data in the numbers of Sunnydale staff 
that agreed and strongly agreed emphatically with “literacy being everyone’s 
business”. Here her declarative statements (even going so far as verbalising “yes, 
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exclamation marks”) foregrounded the importance of literacy to herself and to the 
school. The significance of literacy and being literate is in focus across the 
interviews and in Penny’s response, but she takes it a step further moving students 
from basic “competence to mastery”. This calls into question the politics of 
knowledge and power within the school as institution. As students move from basic 
operational competency and beyond to mastering meaning making in both the 
cultural and critical dimensions, a greater sociocultural view of language and literacy 
is clearly present, which also involves more complex processes than simple 
operational skills. 
Instead the respondents discuss literacy as everyone’s business as part of 
teaching students more than just spelling skills and writing processes. The day-to-day 
practices of teachers go beyond just “up-skilling”, but are designed instead “to use 
language confidently for learning and communicating in and out of school and for 
participating effectively in society” (ACARA, 2013, p. 1). This statement is echoed 
by Penny’s words teaching students “to be involved, engaged with what’s happening 
around them, whether that’s on paper or orally or artistically or any many of the 
social forms or IT wise” (Penny, 2015). The broader definitions of literacy and more 
complex processes are evident in the teachers’ reported responses, but are not 
matched by the stated commitment in the school documents. 
Such a complex interplay of meaning making also takes place within the 
broader societal domain and wider agenda of literacy policy reform. But as Peter 
(MS-SS mathematics teacher) said: 
Only that I think it's frightfully important. I mean, I think everything in 
education is. I'm very passionate about education because it's what got me 
where I am...  Most of us, I mean, if you ask around the school, most people do 
actually enjoy their job and do a damn good job. Literacy is all - everything is 
all part of it, everything. I think we're not really teaching subjects, we're 
teaching kids.      
   (Interview with Peter, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
The emphasis behind Peter’s choice of adjectives here in literacy being 
“frightfully important” and his foregrounded “passion” for education indicates 
his strong commitment to literacy. Yet, his view of literacy as a concept here 
suggests a more vague yet all-encompassing outlook on literacy being 
important in all learning. The repeated presence and frequent occurrences of 
the words “literacy is all” and “all learning is everyone's business” by Peter, 
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and “literacy is everyone’s business” (Daniel),  “It’s all everyone’s business” 
(William), and Claudia’s comment “I think literacy should be. I think that 
every teacher has a responsibility for ensuring that students can read and write 
at a certain level” steadily confirms this.  
Even though I found this reassuring, as there was considerable consensus and 
agreement surrounding such an affirmation, when I examined the data and analysed 
more closely for what they were saying, I began to see how the respondents were 
questioning and contesting the practicality of this belief statement. There was 
confusion over the wording of the proposition as well. Comments by Claudia (SS 
English and Geography teacher) made it clear that she believed developing literate 
students was every teacher’s responsibility and that all teachers should support 
literacy, but that it was not necessarily their core business in reality: 
Researcher: A question I’d like to focus your thoughts on, do you think 
literacy is everyone’s business? 
Claudia:  I think literacy should be.  I think that every teacher has a 
responsibility for ensuring that students can read and write at 
a certain level but I do think that the responsibility for that 
falls upon humanities and English teachers predominantly. 
Researcher: Should it? 
Claudia:  Should it?  I think some particular skills yes, I do. 
Researcher: For example? 
Claudia:  For example, I think that creating texts and manipulating texts 
for a purpose is the business of English as a subject area.  
However, I also think that every teacher within their practice 
needs to support that and have a really clear understanding of 
what it is that literacy is, and how they can promote or 
support the work of other teachers in supporting students’ 
literacy development.  I do think that it is every teacher’s 
responsibility to include activities and meaningful work that 
contributes to students’ understandings - not their 
understandings but their development of literacy. 
  But I do sometimes struggle to see how certain 
subject areas can really focus on that with the level of content 
that they’ve got to get through.     
 (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
Claudia makes a considerable concession here reflected in her careful language 
choices. Her particular choice of words in saying that “literacy should be” everyone’s 
business is different to “is everyone’s business”. Her clarification not only indicates 
how this is not a simple statement, but is more a shared belief then a reflection of 
reality. Her lack of certainty here is justified by her differing views on literacy 
teaching approaches – as Claudia opts for a more disciplinary literacy approach, than 
a cross-curriculum or whole-school approach.  
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Much has been written about the content literacy divide, with disciplinary 
literacy approaches promoting literacy as content area specific or disciplinary-based 
in schools (Fang & Shleppegrell, 2010). While resistance towards literacy in content 
areas that are not English has been well documented (Cantrell & Callaway, 2008; 
Draper, Smith, Hall & Sieber, 2012; McCoss-Yergian & Krepps, 2010), the problem 
emerging from the data here lies in both the different definitions of literacy across 
the respondents, and the different priorities of teachers divided between their content 
areas and whole-school priorities. I explore these competing definitions and other 
priorities further in Section 5.3.1, as well as respondents’ critiques of the practicality 
of making literacy everyone’s business. Some responses from the survey and 
interviews went so far as to suggest the whole-school approach to literacy was 
problematic (as I will discuss in Sections 5.3.3-5.3.6). 
However, while teachers’ own discursive backgrounds, values and 
understandings influenced their definition of literacy and their views on making it a 
priority, the consensus and agreement at Sunnydale was that literacy is (or at least in 
theory should be) everyone’s business. Therefore, according to respondents, the work 
of the Committee could be seen as being successful in promoting and reinforcing 
literacy as a school priority at Sunnydale. Prioritising literacy, teaching it explicitly 
and achieving consistency across the school program were also commonly evident. 
Each of these will now be addressed in turn. 
5.2.2 Agreed prioritisation of literacy at Sunnydale. It is apparent from the 
survey and interview data that literacy is a claimed priority at Sunnydale, a trend that 
was reassuring to me from the point of view of the Literacy Committee. A key goal 
of whole-school program coherence and cross-curriculum approaches to literacy has 
been the commitment to a developmental model. This is one which tries to move 
beyond the constraints of content areas and disciplinary approaches, to one that is 
consistent across year levels and abilities (Newmann, Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 
2001). A similar approach was the aim of the program adopted at Sunnydale, 
promoting a common commitment by all staff across the school. 
From the document analysis in Chapter 4, the importance of literacy as a 
stated commitment and priority of the College is clearly evident. The word “priority” 
is explicitly used in the Staff Handbook, describing the importance placed on literacy 
by the school describing it as one of the numerous “mandated P-12 Curriculum 
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Priorities”. As addressed previously, the adjective “mandated” signifies a greater 
force and implies an obligation upon and command of teachers as being ‘non-
negotiable’. The common priority of literacy within all teachers’ practice is also 
reflected in the data from the survey and interviews, reiterating a whole-school, 
coherent approach.  
The common language approach promoted by Sunnydale reflects a whole-
school prioritisation of literacy, and this is evident in the teachers’ reported practices 
across the curriculum. A considerable commitment to literacy and improving literacy 
pedagogy practices is evident in the survey responses from the teachers. For instance, 
63% (22) strongly agreed and 37% (13) agreed that they were committed to 
improving and furthering the literacy practices, proficiency and skills of their 
students. While 58% (21) and 39% (14) of respondents strongly agreed and agreed 
respectively that they were committed to improving and furthering their own literacy 
pedagogical practices, with one respondent disagreeing. Similarly, 56% (20) and 
42% (15) responded that they were committed to improving and furthering the 
literacy pedagogy practices across the whole College, with one teacher answering as 
uncertain. These survey results suggest a strong reported commitment to, and thus an 
espoused prioritisation of literacy across the College, aligning with the stated College 
commitment evident in the documents.  
A strong commitment to literacy and literacy development by the staff was 
also evident in the interview discussions. For example, the respondents’ commitment 
to building a firm foundation in all their students was a key priority of their literacy 
pedagogy. The excerpt below from Claudia (MS-SS English and Geography teacher) 
encapsulates this view. 
 I think for me over time I’ve realised how important a fundamental basis 
is for students’ literacy development… But I guess that once high school 
comes around you’re looking at how to manipulate language and use 
language for a function, not necessarily just how to actually make words 
and sentences.  Unfortunately I think that plenty of students don’t end up 
grasping those bigger concepts and actually becoming literate in the sense 
that they don’t develop those skills to manipulate language or determine 
how they’re manipulated by it because they actually don’t understand 
language to begin with.       
   (Interview with Claudia, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
The term “manipulate” is present here in Claudia’s response, which foregrounds here 
a knowledge or orientation to the thesis of functional linguistics at least. Claudia’s 
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statements that often some students do not progress to “grasping those bigger 
concepts” and learn how “they are manipulated by” language is crucial to support the 
need for a whole-school commitment to literacy and making it a key school priority. 
With the school documents’ view of literacy in its traditional, singular form 
reflecting a “reductionist, back-to-basics” approach (Simpson, White, Freebody & 
Comber, 2013) or “old basics”’ approach (Kalantzis & Cope, 2012), this view of 
critical literacy and indeed the more complex pedagogy of multiliteracies (Cope & 
Kalantzis, 2009) is contradictory. Thus it is clear a certain disparity exists between 
the school’s stated commitment to literacy and the approaches adopted and 
committed to by staff, with a skills-based model being perpetuated by school 
documentation and some staff, which does not cater for the literacy demands of 
today’s society alone.  
Foregrounded in the interview with Hannah (Senior Science and previously 
English) was her commitment to fulfilling the need to explicitly assist her students in 
developing literacy skills.  Regardless of the students’ previous knowledge or ability 
level, literacy improvement for all students in her classroom was an ‘explicit’ 
priority. 
Hannah:  I think that students as they mature as people, mature in their 
literacy skills naturally, but support around that assists in that 
development, and students who perhaps start at a different 
starting line, I guess, are significantly disadvantaged.  That 
initial jump can be far harder to achieve to try to catch up 
with their peers…   
Researcher: Where do you then see your role within that development? 
Hannah:  I think it's about assisting them to learn to deconstruct a text 
and to reconstruct a text.  I guess, specifically in science there 
are, pretty, certain codes and conventions about what text 
structures look like, so we do quite a lot of work on that, and 
the technicality of the language that students need to be able 
to use in a scientific text, whatever that may be… [but] You 
need to be explicit… You need to be explicit about that, 
because not all students will pick up on things implicitly. 
 
   (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
As a specialist in her disciplinary area of senior science, the specific demands of 
Hannah’s subject area and the technical language associated with that were important 
aspects to her literacy pedagogy. The presence of such terms and the phrase “learn to 
deconstruct a text” and “reconstruct a text” and the “technicality of language” 
suggests a sociocultural approach to literacy (Freebody & Luke, 1990, 1992), 
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foregrounding meaning-making as a socially and culturally-shared practice, as well 
as critical analysis and reconstruction of texts. While all respondents supported the 
commonalities of literacy as a priority, their use of language supported different 
definitions and approaches to literacy, from functional linguistics, to elements of 
Freebody and Luke’s (1990) Four Roles and Resources Model. This highlights the 
common dilemma and division between disciplinary, whole-school and cross-
curriculum approaches to literacy – in managing content with literacy, amongst other 
school priorities. 
Many teachers referred to being ‘explicit’, however what they believed they 
needed to be explicit about varied considerably. Literacy was clearly a priority in the 
documents and survey responses, but what that looked like was less clear. My 
observations of this during the interviews then prompted a new question from me 
asking – what actually IS literacy teaching? Different reports across the teachers 
provided different conceptualisations of what literacy teaching actually involved. 
This was further evidence of the great variance and debate surrounding the 
competing perspectives of literacy. However, all teachers included literacy as part of 
their teaching practices and explained their considerable commitment to literacy and 
making it in some way a priority in their pedagogy.  
5.2.3 The importance of ‘explicit’ literacy instruction. Since the beginning 
of the whole-school literacy focus and the aim to establish a common language 
approach, the explicit nature of literacy instruction became significant. So too did the 
need to develop some kind of common metalanguage to be used across P-12 at 
Sunnydale. In Chapter 2, I outlined the work of Geoghegan, O’Neill and Petersen 
(2013) who present the impact of metalanguage and teacher talk on explicit literacy 
teaching instruction and argue for the need for a common pedagogical metalanguage 
to improve literacy standards.  I also discussed previously in Section 2.3.3 Luke’s 
(2014) work on defining explicit instruction (in contrast to direct instruction), and 
have borrowed his definition to apply to my study here in which he refers to explicit 
instruction as:  
…teacher-centred instruction that is focused on clear behavioural and 
goals and outcomes. Students are told what they will be learning and 
how, and what they have to do to show that they have succeeded in 
learning whatever it is. The aim of explicit instruction is a strong 
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focus on curriculum content and clarity for all about the criteria for 
performance expected. (2014, p. 1) 
So, I followed through with each interview asking what is explicit literacy 
instruction, what does it look like?; and what does a common language approach 
entail? 
Questions about explicitness highlighted a few key commonalities especially 
concerning the mandated strategies such as PEEL. However, some valuable 
questions were also raised about the nature of explicit literacy teaching. Penny 
(Senior Philosophy), speaking from her many years of experience, exemplified the 
problem of articulating and defining exactly what do we mean by ‘explicit literacy 
instruction’, asking me to clarify my question to her, as is evident in the following 
interview exchange: 
Researcher: On the topic of differentiation, and individualising learning, 
how do you see its relationship with explicit literacy 
instruction? 
Penny:  Mm.  I guess in my head when you say explicit literacy 
instruction, I’m wondering if you mean things like the 
templates for example, the PEEL template or TEXAS things 
like that, and the idea of saying to students well you need to 
begin with this, and then these things and conclude with this.  
These are the features we want to see.   
Researcher: Mm. 
Penny:  Or whether explicit literacy teaching could be anything that a 
teacher does in a classroom that is explicitly teaching how to 
comprehend and integrate and produce texts.  So is it both 
or…? 
    (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
The main points which underpin the chief findings of this project are alluded to by 
Penny here. It is not that people do not necessarily understand what literacy is; or 
how to interpret and enact literacy reform and action; or how to go about explicitly 
teaching literacy in their classrooms; but that reaching an agreed understanding about 
what actually is involved in all of the above is extremely difficult to achieve. As is 
evident above, it was not even easy asking the questions! Achieving a degree of 
agreement and certainty in understanding and defining these terms proved 
challenging for me and my respondents, so how is a whole school, incorporating 150 
teachers, supposed to agree? In fact it is likely impossible to do especially if teachers 
are viewers as professionals with their own sets of values, beliefs and experiences. 
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On the one hand, Penny has clearly identified the complexities involved in 
this question, as it was my intention to leave it open-ended to include all that the 
concept ‘explicit literacy instruction’ implies. At its simplest, my question could be 
asking about explicit literacy instruction in regards to Sunnydale’s literacy program 
and what strategies and resources, such as the mandatory templates and PEEL, 
teachers put into practice in an explicit way.  On the other hand, the purpose of my 
question was not just to unpack their thoughts on what experiences and strategies are 
explicit as part of the whole-school literacy program, but to also ask them to share 
what this program does not encompass. I further clarified with Penny commenting 
that “Today I would like to unpack your thoughts and experiences of [both]… So 
PEEL being one example, but certainly there being many [other] instances that aren’t 
covered by the whole-school literacy program that is explicit instruction” 
(Researcher in response to Penny, 2015). Penny considered both perspectives, but 
described how explicit literacy teaching practices were greatly influenced by past 
colleagues, her past experiences and through the need to differentiate for all her 
students, rather than just adhering to the mandatory strategies of the school’s 
program. 
Christine Edwards-Groves’ work (1999, 2010) on explicit teaching and 
teacher talk describes three interconnected dimensions to literacy work in the 
classroom, which “involve learners using particular kinds of language; they involve 
them in particular kinds of literacy activities and… kinds of relationships with other 
people” (p. 1). To which Edwards-Groves summarises the three dimensions as 
‘saying’, ‘doing’ and ‘relating’ (2010, p. 1). Here, the researcher provides an 
insightful application of  “explicit teaching” in relation to literacy pedagogy, which I 
have adopted here for the purpose of my study, as “[it] is not the same as direct, 
prescriptive instruction. It is explicit in the sense that students are extremely clear 
about how they can participate in the classroom. Being clear about the sayings, the 
doings and relatings enables a meeting of minds between the teachers and their 
students in the moment-by-moment life of the classroom” (Edwards-Groves, 2010, p. 
1). Penny’s comments about “things like the templates” being in contrast to 
“teaching how to comprehend and integrate and produce texts” signifies a disconnect 
between the mandated resources and particular literacy activities provided by the 
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Literacy Committee, with the ‘saying, doing and relating’ of literacy learning and 
meaning making as a more complex social exercise in which learners participate.   
Regardless of the uncertainty surrounding what “explicit literacy instruction” 
is, this was a common collocation used across the interviews. Yet, it is important to 
note that I used this particular language to frame my questions about what 
specifically was involved in the teachers’ own self-reported experiences enacting the 
program. As shown, the interviewees responded often in kind, as they took up my 
words in their discourse. Similarly, the previous conversation with Penny (on page 
169) displayed her more critical nature, and how the interview process enabled me to 
tease out staff responses further in the one-on-one interviews. I was able to explore 
beyond their opening remarks, and beyond how I (as researcher and practitioner 
inquirer) had framed the point to the respondents. Finally, in using their own words, 
more complex contestations and disagreements that were not apparent from initial 
responses and initial data analysis, emerged and these will be discussed in Section 
5.3.  
As with the document analysis, with the surveys I was able to identify that the 
concept and writing strategy of PEEL was heavily embedded across the school as a 
core component of explicit literacy instruction. PEEL featured prominently at 
Sunnydale, as a very obvious pattern was present. For instance, out of the 24 
responses from the survey to the open-ended question about what successes teachers 
have experienced with the program, 15 explicitly mentioned PEEL as a successful 
strategy which they have put in place. One sample response made this explicit: 
“Literacy template, PEEL and TEXAS framework are useful and applicable for all of 
my students” (Anonymous survey data, 2015). A further survey response 
foregrounded the overarching goal of the common language approach in reinforcing 
a common, explicit metalanguage across the College, stating “It is confirming to note 
that students are coming to class with an understanding of metalanguage and key 
literacy concepts. These are clearly being reinforced in other subject areas, not just 
English” (Anonymous survey data, 2015). The concession that this explicit literacy 
work was “not just” happening in English classes denotes some success in breaking 
down barriers of the content/literacy divide and reinforcing that literacy is not just 
the job of English teachers anymore. 
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The success of the program in promoting greater confidence in staff in their 
ability to explicitly teach literacy was further corroborated by Hannah: 
 I also think that there's greater confidence in staff.  I think that's a real 
achievement for - the whole thing is that you don't have to feel like you 
know what you're talking about to be able to teach it, and that staff are 
starting to feel like they know what they're talking about.  They do feel 
like they can explicitly teach some of these components of literacy, and 
be successful, as well.  I think often our staff shy away from things that 
will make them look like failures, because we are in a very competitive 
environment, and so staff just avoid things that they don't feel they've got 
the skills to do.  I think our staff now feel skilled, which is a big thing.
  (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
Hannah’s observation that staff “now feel skilled” was a strong reinforcement of the 
success of the program in promoting literacy, reinforcing explicit common practices 
that were not new overall, but perhaps were to some beginning teachers. There were 
also strong agreements across the data with the framework supporting firm 
foundational skills for all students at the College and providing support for staff as 
well. Nevertheless, how this was perceived by teachers - as a success or a limitation - 
did depend on the teachers’ own beliefs, teaching areas and years of experience, to 
name just a few factors. The uniformity and the confidence-boosting support of the 
program and its ‘explicit’ nature was claimed by many respondents as some of its 
key achievements. However, these were also seen by others as some of the most 
limiting factors of the framework. These are discussed later in Sections 5.3.3-5.3.6.  
In what Draper, Smith, Hall and Sieber (2005) call “literacy-content 
dualism”, such a division in literacy approaches in balancing disciplinary-based 
content teaching with making literacy a priority, however, became more apparent in 
this discussion of ‘explicit’ literacy instruction. Claudia responded with her thoughts 
on why she believed it was important to her, explaining how her own pedagogy was 
shaped by her own beliefs as an English teacher. 
 I do think it is really important and not just in primary school but in high school.  
I think that if we don’t explicitly teach something then students don’t 
necessarily know that it’s a thing they need to focus on. I do think that explicit 
teaching for, for instance, structure of a text or evaluative language or things 
like connotation and denotation, they’re things that do need to be explicitly 
taught; because when students don’t know what they’re looking for, they’re 
rarely going to be able to identify it.  So for me that is important but again it’s 
something that I potentially believe in because I’m an English teacher and 
because this is what I love.     
   (Interview with Claudia, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
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According to Claudia, explicit literacy instruction needs to be purposeful – it must be 
made extremely clear to students about how they can participate in the classroom and 
clear about the ‘sayings, the doings and relatings’ involved (Edwards-Graves, 2010). 
Claudia reinforces this with her statement about making it clear to students “to know 
what they are looking for”. Her specialist knowledge as an English teacher allows 
her to go beyond the mandated explicit strategies, to be adaptable, to more 
purposeful work not covered by the program or encompassed in the common 
language approach, for example, explicit teaching of evaluative language. Her 
employment of high modality in language such as “really important” and “do need” 
indicates how strongly she feels about the issue.  
Additionally, drawing on the work of Fang and Schleppegrell (2010), 
discipline literacies require fostering opportunities for students to engage “in a 
critique of new knowledge and disciplinary practices through the reading of 
disciplinary texts” (p. 588). Claudia is very specific with her discipline-based literacy 
teaching practices, demonstrating her orientation towards functional linguistics 
discussing text structure, as well as critical approaches to literacy, which draws 
attention to evaluative language, and connotations and denotations. This is in contrast 
to William, in his first year of teaching, responding confidently and articulately when 
he was answering the question on what explicit literacy teaching practice looked like 
in his specialist music classes: 
William: There’s definitely the specific language of whatever area 
you’re talking about.  In music it’s quite blatant.  It’s pretty - 
music is a very quite specific KLA. 
Researcher: … in a very technical way I would imagine. 
William:  … Yeah, so that can range from evaluating music in its fully 
theoretical written way.  What do these symbols mean?  What 
effect do they have?  So the symbol like in written English 
language a full stop does this, it ends a sentence, ends a 
phrase. So does a double bar line, it ends a passage of music.  
There’s a lot of little tricks.  There’s that stuff.  There’s the 
visual, symbolic language in literacy, then there’s actual 
speaking and comprehension of [music].    
   (Interview with William, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
Such a response here suggests an emphasis on symbols in more complex meaning 
making, indicating explicit teaching of semiotics within disciplinary-based, literacy 
teaching practices.  Explicit literacy instruction in Claudia’s English classroom 
looked very different to William’s explicit literacy instruction in his Music 
classroom. Different definitions and approaches to literacy were evident in their self-
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reported experiences, but each of the six teachers interviewed were similarly 
committed to making literacy an ‘explicit’ priority within their KLA.  
Thus, agreement was evident about the existence of the program and its 
success in building a firm foundation for literacy at the College, reminding teachers 
to be explicit in their literacy teaching practice. However, various definitions and 
approaches to literacy were being adopted, and ultimately a focus on literacy as an 
explicit skills-set was being widely perpetuated by the whole-school program. 
Consistency, while being a common goal for all, remained somewhat elusive. 
5.2.4 The quest to achieve consistency. The prioritisation of literacy is 
clearly evident at Sunnydale and so too is the school’s quest to achieve consistency 
and program coherence. However, the level of success and consistency in embedding 
literacy is questionable. 
Firstly, the data showed an interesting pattern of the use of the terms 
“consistent” or “consistency”, and “commonality” across the interviews. As chair of 
the Committee this was pleasing to hear, as I saw us taking another step closer to 
achieving some kind of common language across the staff and school. As practitioner 
inquirer, I saw this trend as being indicative of the Committee’s goal of a shared 
commitment to literacy being successfully embedded across the college. For 
instance, many respondents gave positive feedback on the work of the Literacy 
Committee and its claimed “consistent” approach:  
 But what I think the literacy committee has done is a really good job of 
creating I guess a consistent approach across the college - a P to 12 
approach, for developing literacy from those very fundamental building 
blocks up into something that I guess templates and organisers that can be 
manipulated or… adapted for older students too.   
  (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
The use of the noun group “fundamental building blocks” alludes to the foundational 
skills which the respondents reported as being the priority and focus of the whole-
school program. Without these ‘building blocks’, any form of consistency might not 
be achievable to keep it relevant, coherent and applicable across all teaching areas 
and year levels.  
The literature argues that for consistency to occur across the curriculum and 
all three sub-schools, strong leadership, and professional development accompanied 
by targeted resources and support is needed to achieve any whole-school reform and 
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instructional program coherence (Frost & Durrant, 2010; Hill & Crevola, 1999; 
Newmann, Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 2001). The strong leadership in the 
Committee as the driving force providing these targeted resources and support was 
evident in the data. Keeping in mind that only 8% of the survey participants were 
Junior School teachers, in total 86% (31 out of 36) of survey respondents either 
agreed or strongly agreed that the Literacy Strategic Committee strongly influenced 
their understandings of literacy. A further 97% (35 out of 36) agreed or strongly 
agreed that their experiences in enacting the Whole-School Common Language 
Approach to Literacy were influenced by the members of the Literacy Committee. 
Hannah spoke in detail of the Committee’s goal of achieving a “common language” 
and the significance of this PLC upon staff: 
Hannah:  I think the key goal is that everyone is singing from the same 
hymn sheet - is that the right metaphor?  I think so.   
Researcher: In terms of consistency? 
Hannah:  Yeah, that we all - and that people feel skilled enough to be 
able to do that. I think that that’s something that I've seen, as 
there's been a lot of training for staff on how to feel 
comfortable explicitly teaching literacy, because that's not - I 
don't think that's always been something that has happened 
here.  So, I think that's been a real goal in the school for us to 
have a common language, but all to feel comfortable within 
that common language too, and for it to be second nature.  I 
think it's nice when kids groan, and say, oh, another PEEL 
paragraph, or, oh, I've seen that so many times, because I feel 
like that is what we're trying to achieve - that even [if] they 
don't appreciate it all the time, that they are seeing that it is 
everywhere.  That it isn't just confined to certain spaces in the 
school.        
   (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
The repetition of the collocations “feel skilled” and “feel comfortable” to describe 
teachers’ levels of ability and comfort in explicitly teaching literacy or using the 
common language was vital here. In understanding the crucial relationship between 
teachers’ understandings of literacy with their experiences enacting the program, 
how they feel about literacy and their own abilities was important. For it to become 
“second nature”, as Hannah describes, the training and support for staff was integral 
to achieve any level of consistency, for all staff to speak a common language and 
“sing from the same hymn sheet”. Interestingly, Hannah also reports how students 
are not always so happy about it, saying “that even [if] they don’t appreciate it all the 
time, that they are seeing that it is everywhere” and not “confined to certain spaces in 
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the school”, for instance the English classroom. If literacy was indeed to become 
everyone’s business, then it needed to be everywhere.  
Many survey and interview respondents saw it as beneficial that the 
Committee was made up of colleagues and staff that were not necessarily executive 
or administration members. Maintaining the voice of teachers and current 
practitioners is significant – a key reason for why I conducted my study as a 
practitioner inquirer. One such response endorsed the role of the Committee, made 
up of teachers on staff, in achieving consistent approaches to literacy across the 
College: 
Hannah:  I think that's where my point about the Literacy Committee 
being people on the ground is really important, because I 
know that people in that team have worked really hard to put 
some of those things together, and then have tried to use them 
and have realised that perhaps… 
Researcher: That's something to be revised - not so successful. 
Hannah:  Yeah, or have realised that perhaps we're trying to fix a 
problem that didn't exist…Because there's a driving factor 
behind the committee that says, keep doing more, more, more 
instead, and I think that's why they're still important, because 
they need to be the ones that eventually say…well, that didn't 
work so well, and no one's using that, because no one needs it, 
or it's not valuable…   
   (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
Hannah’s realisation that perhaps the Committee and the school were “trying to 
fix a problem that didn't exist… [to] keep doing more, more, more instead” was 
revealing in its critique of the increasing pressures from the Committee (and the 
school) in adding more and more to the work load of teachers, rather than viewing 
the group as playing a more facilitative or assistive role. However, her declarative 
statement that “the Literacy Committee being people on the ground is really 
important” foregrounds the collegial nature of the Committee’s structure and the 
importance of teacher voice and teacher leadership. The efficacy of the Committee’s 
work and the members speaking from experience in the classroom was essential, as 
Hannah stated “they need to be the ones that eventually say… well, that didn’t 
work”. So classroom teachers are vital in balancing out the agendas of administration 
and school improvement with their voices of practicality and reality from the 
‘frontlines’ integral to the interpretation and enactment of policy reform. Hannah’s 
comment also points to the fact that literacy committees made up of staff from within 
schools, rather than expert literacy coaches who come from outside, are more able to 
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influence literacy agendas in schools; to respond more deftly to particular 
institutional needs. The importance of ‘teacher learning communities’ or 
‘professional learning communities’ (PLCs) have been well documented to support 
this. If teachers collaborate to seek and share their learning, then consistency and 
school-wide improvement can be made through collective capacity building and 
promoting PLCs (Harris, 2011: Mintzes, Marcum, Messerschmidt-Yates, & Mark, 
2013; Wenger, 1991, 2000). However, a shared commitment and quest for 
consistency across the board is required.  
In establishing and implementing a whole-school common language approach 
to literacy, the findings discussed above suggest that Sunnydale has indeed made it a 
priority to seek out consistency in their school-wide approach. While there have been 
various challenges and successes with this crucial part of the framework’s enactment, 
the school and its staff have reported a commitment and continued quest to achieve 
such consistent practices from Prep to Year 12, keeping in mind however the 
limitations of the data collection and findings – with future opportunities to explore 
this further, particularly in the Junior School.  
Section 5.2 has presented analysis of the survey and interview data that show 
agreement with the position offered by the College documents, and four aspects on 
which the respondents agreed. The following section, 5.3, presents challenging 
points of divergence and contestation that provide informative feedback to the 
Literacy Committee at Sunnydale, and to those concerned with literacy education 
more broadly. 
5.3 Contestations, Questions and Points of Disagreement in the Data  
Points of disagreement and disputation became apparent in the data analysis, 
posing many new questions. This section will feature an analysis of such 
contestations including the considerable uncertainty surrounding the definition of 
literacy and literacy teaching; the disparity in teachers’ views of the role of 
professional development in the roll-out of the whole-school approach; the 
incongruity of all-too generic strategies that were repetitive, restrictive and 
formulaic; the dangers of ‘infantilising and straitjacketing’ staff; as well as the 
perceived misconception that this was a ‘developmental’ model, raising the question 
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whether or not a Prep to Year 12 approach is even feasible, realistic, achievable or a 
worthwhile goal. 
5.3.1 Uncertainty and disagreement over what literacy and literacy 
teaching is. As previously outlined in Section 2.2.2, there is a substantial body of 
research dedicated to defining the term ‘literacy’, as understanding the nature of this 
phenomenon is a complex process. The more I delved into the data, the more 
questions and concerns I had over how the school, the school documents, the 
Literacy Committee and the staff reportedly defined literacy. There was substantial 
disagreement and uncertainty, yet the skills model was persistent. The document 
analysis reflected the school’s representation of literacy as a phenomenon as being 
based on a more narrow, traditional and singular definition which emphasised 
literacy as a skills-based approach. The survey responses and interview discussions 
also significantly reflected a definition of literacy as a “skills-set”, yet when asked 
directly about multiple literacies, teachers shared this view of literacy in its plural 
form, and some acknowledged the more complex work of multiliteracies pedagogy.  
As previously outlined in the review of literature, the model of literacy as a 
skills-set (with a limited focus on what Green (1988) calls the operational dimension) 
has been taught since prior to the 1950s, and to some extent still remains evident 
today. A distinct emphasis remains on traditional and explicit skills with 
“reductionist, back-to-basics principles and approaches” (Kalantzis & Cope, 2012; 
Simpson, White, Freebody & Comber, 2013; Snyder, 2008). Lo Bianco and 
Freebody (2001) explain in their categorisation of such literacy “schools or families 
of thought” that the greatest importance is given to the technical procedures for 
decoding (reading/viewing) and encoding (writing/shaping/producing) under such a 
skills approach and heritage model. Even though it was an initial goal of the school’s 
literacy program, after a careful reading of the literature, I have found that a common 
agreed-upon definition of literacy is difficult to achieve. No wonder that teachers’ 
own self-reported understandings and definitions of literacy are widely dissimilar. 
However, it was crucial to begin my survey and interviews by investigating the 
practitioners’ definitions and understandings of literacy in the first place. 
As a practitioner inquirer, I wanted to give all staff an opportunity to have a 
say. More importantly, I also wanted to know collectively what the teachers of 
Sunnydale thought of as literacy. In the surveys and interviews I asked: “What is 
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literacy? Literacy – what does this mean to you?” The teachers’ own definitions and 
conceptualisations of literacy reflected the wide variety of understandings of literacy 
evident across the data phases and is supported by the literature. As previously 
stated, in order to “learn how and why teachers use literacy within the subjects they 
teach, it is necessary to examine [their] beliefs” (Readence, Kile & Matllette, 1998, 
p. 143). While there is much debate about how to define literacy and what the 
teachers believe literacy to be, (from its singular form, to multiliteracies, and the 
perspective of literacy as a tangible skill and practice, to more wide-reaching abstract 
concepts), this struggle is clearly evident across the data. For example, the graphs in 
Figures 5.4-5.6, generated from the survey, show a comparison of teachers’ 
understandings of literacy and to what extent they agreed with more pragmatic, 
technical and skills-based definitions of literacy evident in the school’s stated 
commitment to literacy.  
 
 
 
Figure 5.4. Graph of survey respondents who agreed that literacy is communicating 
effectively 
 An explicit survey question asked respondents to what extent they agreed that 
“Literacy is a set of skills to be acquired”. While some respondents may have placed 
emphasis on the wording “to be acquired” when responding to this statement, this 
should be considered when viewing the findings. 
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Figure 5.5. Graph of survey respondents who agreed that literacy is a set of skills to 
be acquired 
A total of 22 respondents (61%) strongly agreed and 13 (36%) agreed, with the 
statement, while one respondent disagreed according to Figure 5.5. The survey data 
similarly reflected an understanding and definition of literacy in its singular form 
with 26 respondents (70%) strongly agreeing that literacy is learning to communicate 
effectively. Moreover, 16 respondents (43%) strongly agreed and 18 respondents 
(49%) agreed that literacy is learning to read and write, with two respondents 
disagreeing and one strongly disagreeing with this statement (in Figure 5.6).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.6. Graph of survey respondents who agreed literacy is a collaborative social 
practice 
Conversely, a significant number of respondents strongly agreed with the 
statement that “literacy is a collaborative social practice of meaning making and 
construction” (23 respondents which is 62%).  However, 4 respondents (11%) did 
not know how to respond to this question. This is indicative of the complexities of 
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defining and understanding the nature of ‘literacy’ (as outlined previously in Chapter 
2, Section 2.2.2).  
In contrast to the findings of the document analysis, while the College does 
not represent an explicit commitment to literacy in its plural form, a majority of the 
respondents are at least aware of multiple literacies (as described by Unsworth, 2001) 
in a more simpler and narrow definition of the concept, but can also allude to a 
broadening of this understanding to encompass a more complex theory of meaning 
making with The New London Group’s multiliteracies (2000). One anonymous 
survey response to the open-ended questions went on to describe literacy as “an 
organic process. Students need to learn according to their own experiences with 
literacy. Providing it is a guide and not a criteria, it will excel”. Further to this, 35 of 
the 37 survey respondents (95%) either strongly agreed or agreed that there were 
such things as multiple literacies (as shown in Figure 5.7 on the next page). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.7. Graph of survey respondents who agreed on the existence of multiple 
literacies 
This could be indicative of the College’s whole-school approach to literacy 
neglecting to reflect multiple literacies and discipline-area specificity (and the 
development of more complex multiliteracies in students). While “literacy-content 
dualism” (Draper, Smith, Hall & Sieber, 2005) is a challenge for schools, later data 
and survey responses represent this as a significant challenge to the whole-school 
approach to literacy as well.  
 Initial data analysis of the documents and surveys revealed considerable 
questions and contestations about teachers’ understandings and definitions of 
literacy. The survey respondents were limited by the scope of my questions although 
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they were purposefully designed to reflect different views/definitions. Upon 
revisiting the data and themes apparent in the interviews, their comments identified 
an even greater difference in defining literacy. At the core of most of my interview 
responses was the process of meaning making involved with literacy. The ability to 
both comprehend and create meaning was clear, as shown in this excerpt from the 
interview with Peter: 
 Literacy, I think is the - in its purest form, is the capacity for a person to 
first encode a meaning of something so that it can be transmitted to 
someone else who then will decode it. Whether that be verbally, written 
or any other way. Any message that a person wants to get across to 
someone else, it has to be first verbalised or written down in a way that 
someone else can understand it. So it's about transmitting understanding 
of a particular message, a particular piece of information such that it can 
be decoded by someone else.     
   (Interview with Peter, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
 
William shared similar views, but in a broader sense of the word and its 
definition.  
William:  It’s quite general a word I think.  I think it’s far more of a 
thing than just the English language on a piece of paper.  It’s 
comprehension, it’s understanding.  It’s more than just the 
English language.  Music has its own literacy.  PE has its own 
literacy, things like that.  It’s a bit of a broad spectrum isn’t it, 
a little bit. 
Researcher: So, in just your initial thoughts there you include more 
multiple literacies, like as plural rather than one? 
William:  Yeah, I reckon. 
Researcher: In its singular form. 
William:  A bit of Gardner.      
  (Interview with William, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
A clear contradiction between the theory of multiliteracies (The New London Group, 
2000) and Multiple Intelligences is evident here in this response from William, a first 
year teacher and music subject specialist in the Junior School. He seemed to refer to 
more of a multiliteracies definition (Cope, Kalantzis, & New London Group, 2000), 
but then actually referred to, perhaps mistakenly, (Howard) Gardner – in what can be 
inferred as a reference to Gardner’s theory of Multiple Intelligences (1983). While 
consensus on a definition of literacy by the teachers reflected more functional and 
critical definitions of the term, William’s response foregrounded the struggle, 
especially of early career teachers and non-literacy specialists, of grappling with the 
term and concept. The challenging demands of teaching can be seen as a contributing 
factor to significant resistance from subject and discipline specialists towards literacy 
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(Collin, 2014; Draper et al., 2005: Faulker et al., 2012), which is still viewed by 
some as the English teacher’s job. However, as could be the case here for William, 
some teachers may simply not have a firm grasp or understanding of literacy and the 
much more complex and multi-faceted theory of multiliteracies itself – which is not 
to say that this is a simple, uncomplicated endeavour, as it is definitely not. 
 Daniel’s response further foregrounded the ‘messiness’ and a more abstract 
view of literacy as a phenomenon and one that is always fluid and ever-changing. 
 I think it's definitely broadened since I've studied education at uni and 
understanding that literacy obviously in terms of English is about 
comprehension, but also expression. Like those are quite abstract 
concepts that you could apply to all subject areas basically as well. 
   (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
Such messiness is implied here through the use of modality and verb moods, for 
instance how the view of literacy has “definitely broadened” since his university 
study. The word choice of describing the “quite abstract concepts” of literacy 
signifies the difficulty in conceptualising and defining literacy as a term and concept. 
A much more critical, precise and nuanced definition is evident in Penny’s 
response who discussed the purpose of literacy and different types of literacy as 
crucial to defining literacy as a broad term, as a skill and a phenomenon. 
Penny:  Well having read that was one of the questions, I gave it a bit more thought 
than I do in my every day teaching.  If it’s not preceded by an adjective like 
critical or by a noun, like a compound noun like computer literacy or 
whatever, then I take it to mean competence in interpreting and formulating 
expression.  
Researcher: Mm.  You said just previously here, that if it’s not preceded before any 
descriptor.  Is that then, I suppose, alluding to the plural form of literacy? 
Penny: Yes and the idea that if someone says critical literacy that to me that’s 
not near competence and interpreting, but involves an extra level of 
perception and awareness which mightn’t be separate in practice, but 
is still different from the common or garden literacy.  Although, when 
I’m teaching literacy, I want it to be infused with the idea of 
criticality.    
     (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
The lexical choices here in Penny’s responses indicate a highly skilled proficiency 
with the fact she uses herself the words “adjective” and “noun” or “compound noun” 
to differentiate between literacy as a singular concept and multiple literacies. Her use 
of the noun group “critical literacy” and other nouns of “perception” and 
“awareness” are describing higher cognitive functions that demonstrate literacy 
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practices to be more nuanced and conceptual, rather than a reductive view of basic 
skills and processes. 
While Penny spoke of the idea of criticality, ultimately Claudia’s definition 
of what literacy means to her was clearly intertwined with her view of her purpose as 
an English teacher to provide her students with the fundamental skills and 
capabilities which allows students to critically make meaning of the world around 
them. 
 Well, I guess for me as an English teacher literacy obviously means reading 
and writing, but I think for me also literacy is about students being able to 
manipulate language but also understand how they’re manipulated by it.  I 
think that they’re really fundamental parts of literacy that are really 
important.  I guess that’s critical literacy.  But not only constructing text but 
constructing with a purpose and obviously not only reading text, 
understanding them but understanding the purpose of those texts.  I think 
they’re really fundamental parts of literacy as well. 
   (Interview with Claudia, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
The high modality here in Penny’s use of adverbs “obviously” (indicate a 
certain level of confidence and expertise here) and her comment twice of the “really 
fundamental” parts of literacy to describe the processes of reading and writing can be 
interpreted as having considerable significance. Her concession that reading and 
writing are just some of the “parts” of literacy teaching indicates that elements of 
criticality (such as those promoted in critical literacy) are also vital in explicit 
literacy pedagogy. Penny is saying that for students to be literate they need to be able 
to do more than ‘just read and write’, but to understand how language is manipulated 
and how they are manipulated by language and understanding the multiple purposes 
of texts.  
From the transcript extracts, a pattern clearly emerged of viewing literacy in 
some form as the ability to both make meaning from and create meaning with and 
through different texts and in different ways (as in the comments by Hannah, Daniel, 
Penny, Peter and Claudia). These responses were indicative of the work of Luke and 
Freebody and their sociocultural approach of the “Four Roles and Resources Model” 
(Freebody & Luke, 1990). Peter explicitly mentions the coding and decoding 
practices, but could also refer to more complex meaning making processes of 
interpretation beyond mere comprehension.  
The language choices used in the interview extracts above are crucial in 
analysing the teachers’ beliefs and understandings of literacy. For instance, the term 
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“comprehension” is present in a pattern across the six interview transcripts as are the 
following concepts presented in Table 5.1. 
 Table 5.1. Presence of verbs and noun groups to describe literacy  
 
The use of verbs such as comprehend, transmit, understand, express, interpret, 
formulate, read and write indicates particular assumptions being made about literacy 
again as a set of traditional skills common to long-established skills-based approach 
to literacy reform (Kalantzis & Cope, 2012). This language, instantiating a 
considerably narrow view of literacy, sits comfortably with the skills focus reflected 
in the broader literacy agenda of ACARA (2013). This agenda promotes students’ 
“knowledge, skills and dispositions to interpret and use language confidently for 
learning and communicating… and participating effectively in society” (p. 1). The 
teachers’ interview responses were, not surprisingly, more nuanced than what the 
College documents and surveys (yet again the sample set was limited for JS teachers 
represented) promoted with a focus on skills and skills alone. 
  The word ‘interpret’ may hint toward a critical approach to literacy as 
expressed by Claudia and Penny above.  Penny’s comments on the “critical nature” 
or “criticality” of literacy, and Claudia’s use of the terms “critical literacy” 
specifically refer to the discourse of “critical literacy” per se. The critical competence 
of Luke and Freebody’s Four Roles model (1990) encourages a critical stance 
towards understanding the purpose behind texts, supporting that meaning making is 
an integral socially- and culturally-shared practice. Daniel’s comments are 
instructive when he states that our understandings of literacy have “definitely 
broadened since [he] studied education at uni”. This is supported by literature which 
Analytic tool Category Examples  
Presence  Verbs and 
noun groups 
and 
collocations 
comprehension 
transmitting 
understanding 
ability to comprehend 
ability to express knowledge 
expression 
competence in interpreting 
formulating expression 
reading and writing 
 184 Chapter 5: Teachers’ Self-reported Experiences of the Literacy Program 
demonstrates the increasing fluidity and dynamic nature of this ever-changing and 
evolving phenomenon (ACARA, 2013; Freebody, Morgan, Comber & Nixon, 2014; 
MCEETYA ‘Melbourne Declaration’, 2008; NCLE, 2014; Snyder, 2008; Wise, 
2009).  
I soon came to realise that these respondents demonstrated a more abstract 
knowledge and understanding of literacy that was conceptually broader than what 
was reflected in the school documents or what the literacy program encompassed. 
The focus on reading, writing and comprehension was clearly there but what was 
missing was, in Penny’s words, that “extra level of perception and awareness… 
different from the common or garden [variety of] literacy”. While the Committee 
might liked to have claimed that we were encouraging colleagues to teach students 
how to “manipulate language but also to understand how they’re manipulated by it”, 
this was not reflected in the respondents’ experiences of the program. Instead 
considerable obstacle and contestation evident in this study was the literacy 
program’s perceived lack of scope and flexibility.  
The perpetuation of the narrow definition of literacy seen as a set of skills 
was a key trend across all three data sets. Daniel reiterated the skills focus, mirroring 
the commitment made in the school documents and survey results that literacy is 
seen as a skills-set. While he used the metaphor promoted by the Literacy 
Committee, as using a range of ‘tools’ to help students achieve “a kind of functional 
level of literacy”, his comments ultimately offered an interesting caveat to the 
College’s skills approach. 
Daniel:  I think probably the broad goal is for a high standard of 
functional literacy across the board, so regardless of whether 
a student's topping mainstream English or they're just doing 
middle English communication, that they have the really solid 
standard of literacy in terms of their comprehension of 
everyday texts. But also their ability to be able to express 
themselves through text as well…  
  I don't know if that's the intention, but I think that's how it 
manifests itself maybe. So like when... 
Researcher: How so, if you could give an example? 
Daniel:  Well… like no matter how much we talk about literacy being 
this big abstract thing that we all want everybody to have 
good, solid skills in, at the end of the day what are we 
working on? Well I'm working on tools to help them get to 
this point, so I think that the discussion of it might be 
different to how it's actually acted out... 
Researcher: Enacted. 
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Daniel:  ...and there might be - yeah, enacted. So I think there's like - 
and that's fine… but the way that I perceive the end result of 
the college's whole-school approach to literacy is: here are 
tools to help our kids achieve this kind of functional level of 
literacy.   
   (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
Daniel’s use of concession here highlights the ever-present dichotomy evident across 
the data with the “intent” of the program (what is conveyed and presented by the 
college and promoted as a whole-school commitment), and the ways this is 
“manifested” in how the program is actually perceived and enacted. As a practitioner 
inquirer, it was confronting but powerful to hear how the teachers viewed the 
program so differently. The most revealing of points is when he comments “I think 
the discussion of it might be different to how it's actually acted out”, clearly 
representing the disparity between how the program is talked about and put into 
action. One of the chief goals of this project was to determine just what exactly was 
happening with the program’s enactment. How Daniel saw the program ‘manifest 
itself’ was “here are the tools to help our kids achieve this kind of functional level of 
literacy” – but was that it? I asked myself: “Is that what we really wanted to achieve? 
Or was this just how many perceived the program to be as a result of how we 
delivered it to the staff? Did we not have grander, loftier goals than this, but 
admittedly we had to start somewhere? And where to now?” It is through the 
emergence of such powerful responses and contestations that will be of most 
significance to the implications of this study, for Sunnydale and beyond in moving 
forward.  
Even though a skills focus is clearly evident across all data phases as 
Sunnydale’s overt commitment to literacy, ultimately the teachers’ own 
understandings and beliefs about literacy was complex, nuanced and varied. As a 
result, although many agreements and achievements were evident in the data about 
the school’s commitment to literacy, the quest to achieve consistency, the success of 
a literacy foundation of skills and strategies for staff and students, many 
contestations arose (and still exist) surrounding literacy and literacy teaching. If the 
school is to move forward with our approach to literacy, some consensus must be 
made about the definition and approach to literacy adopted by all at Sunnydale.  
5.3.2 The role of professional development and initial program delivery. 
A point of great significance, which had not become apparent to me until I conducted 
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my data analysis, was the role of professional development and importance of the 
initial delivery of the literacy program to staff at Sunnydale. The initial session was 
compulsory for all, delivered at a whole-school staff development day before the 
beginning of the year. As I was personally involved in the roll-out of the framework 
and the initial and follow-up professional development (PD) sessions, this was an 
integral part of making the familiar strange as part of my practitioner inquiry. 
However, the feedback from staff was much divided.  
From the surveys, professional development surrounding the roll-out and 
delivery of the program was seen as unhelpful, patronising and tedious by some, and 
beneficial by others. When staff were asked to comment openly in the survey, one 
response stated, “PD is usually fast paced, full of assumed knowledge and often only 
one of a number of similar segments” (Anonymous survey data, 2015). Furthermore, 
time was a considerable factor which limited the success of the framework as one of 
many ‘priority’ programs in the school. Survey comments and responses reinforced 
this contestation, “So many committees, anachronisms [sic; means acronyms] & 
procedures to absorb & get your head around as a new teacher on top of new work 
programmes & subject matter” (Anonymous survey data, 2015).  
Understandably, policy enactment does not happen in a vacuum separate 
from the “messy reality” of schools. To achieve whole-school program coherence, 
everybody needs to be onboard, which proved to be a considerable challenge as 
supported by the data. Another survey respondent suggested “I don't think there are 
limitations of the Approach and framework as a whole, but limitations with what 
teachers know about it and feel comfortable implementing in their teaching” existed 
for some (Anonymous survey data, 2015). The challenge for the Committee was 
trying to meet the needs of all the staff in delivering this program. Teachers 
commented on the burden of too many priorities and demands placed upon them, 
with literacy being one of many, over a “Vast range of year levels to span, different 
pressures & focuses for students/teachers in different levels of education. 
Information overload at PD, can be overwhelming to new staff” (Anonymous survey 
data, 2015). The role of professional development in establishing and promoting the 
literacy framework was simply part of the wider agenda on policy enactment and 
whole-school program coherence. However, it seemed to offer little answers for 
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teachers on the ‘frontline’ bogged down by information overload, drowning in a sea 
of demands and priorities. 
In terms of policy enactment and the role of professional development in 
strategic school improvement, there is much revealed in the literature. In many 
instances schools have adopted literacy coaches (Faulkner, 2012; Nielsen, Barry & 
Staab, 2006) and content area literacy teachers (Draper, 2008) to help shape and 
benefit the ‘whole-school’ culture. Usually these literacy specialists were responsible 
for building teacher-led, internal professional development within schools. It has 
been clearly documented in the literature that promoting positive literacy reform and 
change in schools and school culture, extended professional development with 
coaching (Cantrell & Hughes, 2008), as well as teacher-led initiatives (like the study 
of Wilson, Grisham and Smetana, 2009) have been shown to be successful. 
The role of the Literacy Strategic Committee was in some part successful in 
guiding the literacy development at Sunnydale, providing valued support for staff 
and students. How our Committee is positioned by the senior administration, and 
how our Committee is seen by our colleagues became an important part of this study. 
In the local domain, the role of the Strategic Committee is essential to facilitate 
policy enactment at the school level, acting as intermediaries between the wider 
literacy agenda within the societal domain. However, while teacher-led school 
improvement and leadership in capacity building with professional development that 
is ongoing, collaborative and interactive (Copland, 2003; Jetnikoff & Smeed, 2012) 
are all components closely linked to successful reform in schools, ultimately, the 
current PD offered at Sunnydale around literacy needs to change.  
The data analysis suggests that the “take-up” of this program was somewhat 
successful, regardless of whether the strategies and framework were new to staff or 
not. However, the initial delivery of the program was limited due to the practicalities 
of schools as busy, working institutions. As Chair of the Committee, we were only 
able to introduce this through PD days, as targeted devoted sessions involving all 
staff from P-12 at the start of the year, or as refreshers or shorter targeted sessions 
later in the year, such as the sessions I delivered to new staff to the College.  
The work of Harris (2011) on whole-school system reform (Harris, 2011) and 
Newmann, Smith, Allensworth and Bryk (2001) on instructional program coherence 
endorse the benefits of whole-school approaches in response to school-improvement 
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reform. But such whole-school reform cannot simply be achieved after a day or two 
of PD with teachers simply sent on their way to ‘enact’ change. “Attention to culture, 
as part of school reform, is driven by evidence that traditional school cultures, based 
on norms of autonomy and isolation, create a work context in which realising the 
central aspirations of school reform is highly unlikely” (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990, p. 
250). Some teachers, as reported in the survey comments and interview transcripts, 
felt isolated, confused, over-worked and simply under-appreciated or 
unacknowledged with the delivery of the whole-school approach to literacy in the 
College.  
Reported feedback and experiences varied greatly across the surveys and six 
interview participants. For instance, Hannah very much supported the PD ‘refresher’ 
sessions on offer by the Committee, but proposed that future PD needed to be catered 
to specific faculties and driven by subject-specific colleagues to be more effective. 
Hannah:  I think that it's always important for everyone to get a 
refresher.   
Researcher: Do you think that that's good? 
Hannah:  Regardless of your skill and expertise it's a reminder that it is 
a priority.  I think it would be nice to see some of that 
professional development, perhaps, happen at a more 
department level instead of whole-school level. 
Researcher: And do you mean that for, I suppose, maybe few factors both 
time wise, but also for your colleagues. 
Hannah:  I think relevance too… Yeah, because your faculty - your 
departments within your own faculty areas - that they are your 
colleagues that work on - they understand the curriculum 
content, the constraints…and what they must address. They 
can also, perhaps, shape that professional development to the 
needs of that context, which I think sometimes - because 
we're trying to make sure that we're all doing it… 
Researcher: It's perhaps lost in the sea of messages. 
Hannah:          …it's perhaps then - it becomes too broad… 
   (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
Data trends suggest disagreements occurred over the program being seen as a 
positive foundation in skills development and the calls for it needing to be able to be 
adaptable and relevant, but not too restrictive or too broad. There was no consensus 
on what was ‘just right’. While Hannah’s comments revealed that the connections 
needed to go beyond the content/literacy divide, some found it difficult to make the 
links between the school’s stated commitments and their own classroom teaching.  
A discord between what was perceived to be the work of the committee and 
the professional development sessions as something being almost external and far 
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removed from classroom practice was identified in the data. One response indicated a 
division between what they thought was assumed that people committed to (in this 
case literacy), with what was overtly committed to (as is evident in the school’s 
documents), and what actually occurred on the frontline or at the ‘chalk face’.  
 … I think just - because like going to a PD after school and basically 
you're walking into a hall with your - your hands are filthy and your boots 
are caked in dirt from working all day and just being in the nitty gritty of 
it. Then to have this abstracted language thrown at you, talking about this 
idea of literacy being across all subject areas, I think people think sure, 
but I've got this assessment task. I've got 70 minutes and I've got to teach 
these kids how they can get [it] - and I'm really not thinking about it, 
whether or not they're doing literacy or not is something else entirely. I 
think it's good for a conversation about education, but I don't know if it's 
good for a conversation with teachers about the way they work in the 
classroom, if that makes any sense.      
   (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
This quote is particularly significant because Daniel clearly identifies the 
disconnection he felt from his everyday practice in his classroom with his students – 
the day-to-day “nitty gritty” work ‘on the frontline’ of teaching – from the PD and 
broader school-based literacy work. He uses the noun group “abstracted language” to 
refer to “the idea of literacy being across all subject areas” and suggests that this is 
“thrown” at staff after a hard day’s work and when assessment is seen as a more 
important topic. The nature of the professional development, as it was perceived and 
reported by some staff such as Daniel here, seemed in some ways incongruous with 
the reality and demands of their teaching practices. All of these demands in 
combination with staff trying to manage the many reforms, initiatives and priorities 
placed upon them by their school, by administration, by the curriculum and by 
external pressures as well (including QCS and NAPLAN) was and still remains a 
challenge. Speaking as a practitioner myself, the task not an easy one. 
In gaining greater insight into the teachers’ reports of the considerable 
challenges and limitations of the current program, I also invited them to comment on 
what changes they would like to see made to solve these problems, with professional 
development arising as a key topic. Again I had come to the point where I wanted to 
know: “Well, what now? What’s going on? What’s working and what’s not?”. Penny 
commented at the end of her interview, positing that many were also dealing with 
this question, but proposed the following:  
 Although, at the same time it is wonderful to be able to walk in to any class 
in the school and be able to say, well, I don’t know maybe grade five 
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upwards, be able to say PEEL and know that you will be understood.  That’s 
a real(ly) huge benefit. Although I bridle at it, I can see, I have to 
acknowledge the value of that and the same with QAR and the other things 
that really have permeated the college via the literacy committee.  So, I think 
that’s hugely valuable.   
 So I guess, maybe more encouragement of - well, what else can we do?  So 
things on how to value add to those, but rather than - and I know some 
people go to a staff meeting or a PD, and they do want to be told, and there 
are others who want to contribute and of course a balance…   
 So maybe some differentiation splitting when there’s PD so that some people 
can go to the ‘teach me about this’ and other people can go to ‘ideas 
development’.  You wouldn’t have to go to the same thing each time, so that 
you are not making the skilled people feel unvalued or making people who 
don’t have time or energy or the skill yet feel inferior or unable.   
    (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
While many saw the “real(ly) huge benefits”, to use Penny’s choice of noun group, 
in the structured PD, others simply called for “more encouragement” and greater 
acknowledgment of the work done by teachers and their own (often subject-based) 
expertise. Thus, as the role of professional development is integral and remains 
important in the successful enactment (or not) of literacy policy reform, it seems that 
from the teachers self-reported experiences of the program, the PD in Sunnydale has 
missed its mark. Yet, the notable absences of JS classroom teachers from the survey 
and interview sets could potentially have changed this. 
According to Penny, greater differentiation and flexibility in its delivery was 
needed at Sunnydale, to strike a better balance for the range of professionals at our 
school as summarised above, some “want to be told, and there are others who want to 
contribute”. There is a complex web of interpretations, translations, ‘active 
readership’ and ‘writerly’ work around policy (Lendvai and Stubbs 2006, in Ball, 
Maguire & Braun, 2012, p. 6) and the effectivity of policy discourse. In practice 
“schools are made up of different types of, and different generations of, teachers with 
different dispositions towards teaching and learning, set within different waves of 
innovation and change” (Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012, p. 6). This is clearly apparent 
at Sunnydale, and in Penny’s comments in particular. It seems that the program and 
the related PD that we delivered, struggled to cater for such staff diversity, which 
must be addressed with future implementation.  
5.3.3 Repetition, restriction and a formulaic response to subject 
specialists – The dangers of a one-size-fits-all approach. The dangers of a one-
size-fits-all approach have been clearly documented by the opponents of whole-
school programs, and by those in favour of more targeted discipline-based 
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approaches more responsive to individual needs. Many respondents shared such 
concerns, as the data reflected considerable disagreements about the detrimental 
effects of a whole-school (common language) approach. From greater repetition, to 
restriction stifling creativity and nuanced responses, and resulting in generic, 
formulaic work, many subject specialists found the approach problematic. 
Based on the survey comments and interviews, a considerable challenge for 
Sunnydale was finding the balance between a one-size-fits-all approach and one 
which allowed teachers to have the freedom to be responsive, dynamic and engaging. 
The open-ended questions from the survey allowed staff to comment more 
specifically on the key challenges, barriers and limitations of the current approach. 
An obvious theme throughout the data was both the difficulties in one program 
meeting the range of diverse needs of all students from Prep to Year 12, as well as 
the view of literacy as an organic, flexible, creative process.   
One survey respondent outlined this obstacle, commenting that it was 
“Difficult to use common language from years P-12 as the students are at very 
different stages in their development” (Anonymous survey data, 2015). Further 
responses supported the contestations and challenges from some teachers’ 
perspective of a lack of freedom and flexibility with the program’s restrictive 
‘common’ approach.  
“Templates can develop repeated patterns of language that limit creative 
expression exploration and produce predictable measurable outcomes at the 
expense of dynamic (negotiable, experimental, unpredictable) 
communication” (Anonymous survey data, 2015). 
Staff concerns about too much repetition and the dangers of students reproducing 
formulaic responses and processes were evident across the surveys and interviews. 
Another comment (see below) cited a ‘worried’ lack of agency in students’ writing as 
a possible result of the program: 
“I have been very aware that I do not want students to develop formulaic 
writing. While PEEL and TEXAS are good strategies, students need to be 
able to enact agency in their writing and thus be free to individualise their 
writing. Worried that we may be signposting too much” (Anonymous survey 
data, 2015). 
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Very early in my study I focused on the increasing demands of accountability 
in today’s data-driven era, which has resulted from high-stakes standardised testing, 
such as NAPLAN. One respondent echoed such concerns, describing the importance 
of “Being mindful of the necessarily reductionist approach to anything that 
standardisation leads to” (Anonymous survey data, 2015). Again terms of 
‘reductionist’, ‘repetitive’, ‘formulaic’ and ‘restrictive’ were emerging, challenging 
what some saw as successes of the program in building a firm foundation. 
As an English teacher one response stood out as a concern I also share: 
“It's vital, at a Senior level, that students know the 'rules', because much of 
Senior English is about knowing how to 'break the rules for effect' - that's one 
of the keys to increased sophistication and complexity, but it's impossible if 
there's not a clear understanding of 'the rules' to begin with” (Anonymous 
survey data, 2015).  
If students and teachers do not have a foundation of the basic ‘rules’ to start with, 
then how can they learn to move beyond them?  
The need for the program to be responsive to the increasing demands and 
levels of difficulty through the grades was also called for. As long as the framework 
was seen as a guide, the data reflected more positively: “It is only limited by the 
ability levels of each age group and cohort. Literacy should be an organic process. 
Students need to learn according to their own experiences with literacy. However, 
when the program was seen as forced or mandated, inflexible and fixed, teachers felt 
very concerned. 
Some of the key challenges which were identified facing implementation 
included a lack of differentiation, a lack of flexibility, a lack of time amongst others. 
The reported critiques of making literacy everyone’s business led to some 
respondents questioning a whole-school approach to literacy as problematic.  
 I think, I agree with that as a statement, literacy is everyone's business, 
yes. But I don't know how to… I struggle to think of ways to enact that 
and make that tangible and meaningful to teachers across an entire 
college. It's a statement that I agree with as a concept, but I don't know 
how I could think of a way to unify all sub schools and subject areas and 
provide them with something that is meaningful, can be implemented and 
fits within their learning space. [Pause] So that's what I think about it. 
    (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
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Crucial to my study in questioning “What now?” with our literacy program, I 
was eager to explore questions which arose concerning the program with which the 
teachers were not happy. The common criticisms of the program and its enactment 
called into question the program’s perceived inflexibility, repression of creativity and 
needless, formulaic repetition of basic skills. In her interview, Hannah warned of the 
possible dangers of “over saturation” – using high modality here to describe this 
bombardment of the same message over and over again, to its detriment. 
 In terms of over saturation, I do think there is some over saturation, but I 
think that there are some core things in there that are really, really 
valuable, and that can never be over saturated.  I think PEEL or… I think 
well-structured paragraphs and well-structured texts is not something that 
you can have too much of, because I don't think most of our kids have the 
skill to transfer that despite the context.  I do think there's over saturation 
in some of the other things we do though...     
   (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
While repetition and practice can be considered the key to consolidation and success 
in skill development, you can have ‘too much of a good thing’. The issues of 
transferable skills “despite the context” that my colleague mentions here is a key goal 
of whole-school, cross-curriculum and disciplinary approaches – to apply literacy 
skills and abilities no matter the subject area or context, but this must be made 
explicit. Students must also be encouraged to apply their skills in a variety of 
contexts, not just an English class, and teachers need support in how to do this in 
their own discipline area classroom. I know this was the goal of our Committee, but 
in our efforts to promote consistency, it was seen as prohibiting creativity.  
An interesting impact of possible over-saturation and over-reliance on such a 
fixed and rigid approach is evident in another example from Hannah: 
Researcher:    In one subject area will be very different to that in a different 
subject area, but though it's still the same word and students, 
and perhaps teachers too, assume the same process, but can be 
radically different.  Is that something you think should be 
incorporated? 
Hannah:  Yeah, I do think so, because what it means to justify - like 
evaluate does look very different, and that's where kids like 
Mary4 start to think that, because this particular question… 
like to justify… [means] therefore I've got to argue this, and it 
doesn't, and they… oh, she could have drawn me a diagram 
and that would have been a justification.  So, yeah I do think 
that there needs to be an understanding, which is why I don't 
                                                 
 
4 Student pseudonym 
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particularly like that we have set definitions for things like 
evaluate, and that that's being taught across different places, 
but specifically in our middle school.  Evaluate is being 
taught as this, and explain is being taught as this, because it's 
not true.      
 (Interview with Hannah, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
Hannah’s senior chemistry case in point foregrounded a key contributing factor to 
problems of whole-school programs seeking to achieve whole-school instructional 
program coherence. There is always the danger of reproducing formulaic responses, 
running the risk too of becoming tokenistic and ineffective. With a priority on a 
common language, the data suggests here that being too uniform reiterates the same 
message. Like Mary (the student mentioned in Hannah’s response), students are not 
equipped to use a range of strategies or to even consider different ways to approach 
problems or questions, becoming reliant on one formula only not knowing that there 
are other, perhaps even better, ways to respond.  
A one-size-fits-all approach was also seen as detrimental to engaging students 
in important skill development and learning because they were “over it”. One teacher 
who described this in the survey found that “PEEL and TEXAS at their core provide 
an excellent basis for students who may struggle structuring an essay. However, 
repetition of terminology like PEEL in a classroom environment can also lead to 
students switching off and becoming disengaged” (Anonymous survey data, 2015). 
Some even reported a growing resistance to these strategies, for example "Not QAR 
again! It's so boring!" (Anonymous survey data, 2015). Another common limitation 
also was that teachers felt the templates did not translate to their subject area. 
Further to this, some teachers found the program also overly restrictive to 
their pedagogical practice and almost insulting to their professionalism and 
experience.  
Daniel:  … Particularly with a school like Sunnydale that encourages 
teachers to be independent and to play to their strengths; I 
think even though - I don't know if it's ever been explicitly 
stated, or I think it's probably always said like here are some 
things and that these could be useful for this. I'm just going to 
leave those there. I think most people - and I think that's a 
good thing that Sunnydale fosters is a sense of independence 
and pride with teachers. So that's where I think that maybe the 
whole-school common language approach and the kind of 
culture of the college are maybe at some odds with each 
other. 
Researcher: Yes. 
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Daniel:  Because I think on the one hand we're saying like you're 
great. This is the piece of assessment. Construct your lessons 
to build towards that. We trust you as a professional - but at 
the same time here is the language that we want you to use for 
certain things. The reason why I personally baulk at a lot of 
the common language stuff is I want when my students come 
in the classroom, want them to feel like their time in the class 
is that I'm engaged with them and that this is a learning 
environment that I've constructed for them.  
 (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
Daniel’s frank comment that the whole-school common language approach and the 
school’s culture were “at some odds with each other” was to me a very significant 
revelation. The dichotomy between Sunnydale’s high expectations, trust and 
encouragement in staff to be creative, innovative, independent and “play to their 
strengths” does seem to conflict with ‘forcing’ a common language upon them. The 
restrictive nature of the program as it has been interpreted by some staff is evident 
here, particularly in Daniel’s comment that he wants his classes to feel that he is 
“engaged with them”, alluding to the fact that perhaps explicit literacy instruction 
and using the common language approach is in fact ‘disengaging’.  
In some interviews I was more specific in asking about the role of teachers in 
the enactment process. From my insider’s perspective as a practitioner researcher, I 
knew the Committee believed in the whole-school common language approach. We 
believed it should act like a foundation for teachers to utilise their own professional 
judgment and experience to interpret and enact as they saw fit. Indeed, some shared 
our view, with one survey comment indicating: “I think that literacy frameworks are 
very useful for teachers, but I think that it is the responsibility of a teacher to also 
find a way to interpret what is most relevant to their class” (Anonymous survey data, 
2015). However, the interview respondents Penny and Daniel were quite critical of 
the program and what its delivery in the classroom looked like, as widely varied 
perceptions of staff became evident. 
 My day at school is a fluid and cohesive experience. However, that is not 
going to be the case, because just by virtue of the delivery of common 
language is going to differ for each teacher and the way that it's used is 
going to be different. I like the idea of having this kind of grounded base 
level for all of the teachers in the college, but I think it's - I can't see that 
realistically playing out well across the board. I think it's a really nice 
idea, but I just don't know if it's - well I know just using myself as an 
example, it's not something I feel comfortable with. Like I don't like the 
idea of saying you have to use this language to explain this concept, 
because I think that as a professional, I know my class and I know my 
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teaching style. I think a better way to explain it is to do it like this.  
   (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
The terms and concepts used in the response above establishes a dichotomy between 
the “fluid”, “cohesive” experience of Daniel’s classroom teaching as a very ‘unique 
and individualised’ personal experience, “as a professional, I know my class and I 
know my teaching style”. Again, the literacy program seemed to be in opposition to 
teaching fluidity and cohesion and being able to adapt to individual teaching styles. 
The difference was not only the program itself, but the teachers’ perception of it, and 
how it the ‘mandated’ program was seen as having little to no scope for adaptation or 
flexibility it its use.  
The themes in the data showed a reported resistance and disconnection 
between whole-school priorities, content literacy, curriculum demands and personal 
pedagogy, especially in the secondary years. While resistance to content area literacy 
is well documented (Friedland, McMillen & Hill, 2011; Gillis, 2014; O’Brien & 
Stewart, 1990; O’Brien, Stewart & Moje, 1995; Sturtevant, 1996; Sturtevant & 
Linek, 2003), the perceived lack of flexibility and adaptability of the program and its 
resources or strategies was incredibly costly to KLA or discipline specialist teachers. 
While I asked the interviewees specifically what they saw as challenging within the 
program, Penny articulated clearly its limitations. In covering Prep to Year 12, by 
necessity, a program would be limited and lacking differentiation and flexibility: 
 I think if it’s going to be whole-school, if we’re talking prep to kids doing 
university subjects that it’s going to have to be minimal for the things that 
we all share as the entry level stuff is shared.  But the different subjects 
have different literacy requirements and different - and different 
individuals have different things to contribute.  So I don’t think it’s 
impossible but the degree to which… it’s practical and the degree to 
which I’m getting the impression the administration team would like to 
be able to say oh yes, here is what we do.  This one size fits all is not a 
good choice for really enabling our students to be versatile and stretched.   
    (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
The ‘generic nature’ of the common language approach was seen as ineffective to 
address “different subjects” and their “different literacy requirements” and the 
contributions of “different individuals”. The work of Fang and Schleppegrell (2010) 
on disciplinary literacy requires content area teachers to foster students’ engagement 
in discipline-specific literacy teaching practices, yet it seems there are limited 
opportunities within the current program to do so. In making future changes to the 
school’s literacy program, greater flexibility and opportunities for adaptation and 
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dialogue within faculties and subject areas is needed to better meet the specific needs 
of literacy requirements in each subject area and as part of teacher’s own pedagogy. 
To conclude, the dangers of a one-size-fits-all approach abound, with the 
survey and interview data overwhelmingly confirming the negative repercussions of 
too much repetition, restriction and formulaic responses, often when subject 
specialists require more content-specific literacy strategies. This restriction would 
also be seen by some as insulting and infantilising, neglecting to acknowledge 
teachers’ professionalism and expertise.   
5.3.4 Infantilisation and straitjackets – The lack of acknowledgement of 
teachers’ professionalism and experience. The title of this section reflects the 
language of respondents who were describing the highly restrictive nature that they 
felt was conveyed by the literacy program. One survey respondent commented on 
how severely restricted they felt in not really being able to change or adapt the 
approach or literacy resources:  
The challenge for we 'chalk-face' educators is to produce not just 
whole-school language approaches to literacy, but also truly 
flexible/adaptable ones. With 'differentiation' such a buzz-term at 
present it seems most ironic that when one says 'I believe I need to 
adapt this template/emphasise something else in order to meet the 
needs of my students and my subject area' one is told 'no', or the 
seeming attitude of 'ok... well, just do some of ‘x’ so we can tick the 
box if anyone asks (Anonymous survey data, 2015). 
The phrase “ticking the boxes” is a common one in education referring to obligatory 
requirements that many teachers feel they are forced to carry out, regardless of the 
intent or perceived futility. The misconception of the program and the view of it 
being more top-down than bottom-up driven is discussed further in the next Section 
5.3.5 and the accountability to school executive. Yet, even in his first year of 
teaching, William also felt the weight of this accountability (mentioned in the 
response above) and his perceived obligation to “tick all the boxes”, including 
literacy, whilst weighing this up with the passion and engagement of his content area 
of music.  
Researcher: Yeah, as subject specialists we obviously have a lot to go 
through and with the time constraints you have to juggle both 
skills as well as your content.  So could you maybe elaborate 
a bit more on that? 
William: Well, my sort of holistic approach has always been in this 
general… they have to do music.  They don’t get a choice.  
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It’s not an elective.  They have to do it.  They’re not an 
instrumental program, they’re nothing like that.  My 
understanding and approach is that if these kids lined up 
outside my door smiling and they want to be there I’ve done 
my job.  Then I take that and that’s when I implement the 
stuff that I need to, the boxes I need to tick and I do it in ways 
that at the end of the day they’re just enjoying it and they 
want to be there… A lot of those boxes - I think boxes they 
get in the way.       
 (Interview with William, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
The “boxes” that “get in the way” for William reinforce the challenge for 
teachers to manage both content area commitments with that of other priorities in the 
school, such as literacy (being a whole-school priority across the curriculum) and the 
challenge of the whole-school program to allow for greater flexibility. While 
instructional program coherence can be defined as “a set of interrelated programs for 
students and staff that are guided by a common framework… that are pursued over a 
sustained period” (Newmann et. al., 2001, p. 297), without flexibility or adaptability 
there is no way it can be relevant in a P-12 setting. In the end, however, many 
teachers saw their classroom practice as a matter of personal and professional pride.  
Teachers’ concerns of losing what was ‘special’ about their own teaching to 
prescriptive, formulaic processes was a powerful finding from the survey and 
interview data. For example, in one interview William passionately describes “a 
pleasant chaos and it’s a magical chaos” at times in his music classes, and that this 
was at risk of being lost to perceived mandates, like literacy as another box to tick, 
discounting his passion and professionalism as a teacher. Daniel also reflected on the 
importance of his own uniquely individual teaching personality and approach as 
something he did not want to lose: 
Daniel:  I think probably my teaching personality and how I perceive 
myself as a teacher is probably a big one. I like to feel like the 
way that I teach is special as well; as much as I could dress it 
up as I'm doing it for the kids, part of it's also like I'm doing it 
for my own satisfaction as well. 
Researcher: Mm, and that personal and professional pride? 
Daniel:  And personal, yeah, absolutely. I want to feel that I'm not 
only working hard, but that I'm also doing something that I 
think is special to me.   
    (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
The language choices evident in Daniel’s comment, describing what is “special” 
about his pedagogy and teaching identity revealed that professional freedom was of 
great importance to him. Yet, in prioritising and mandating literacy across the school 
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and how the PD was perceived by staff, the literacy program actually put this at risk. 
Daniel describes how it was a matter of personal and professional pride in his own 
teaching that meant he was doing it for his “own satisfaction” too. However, the 
themes identified in the data suggested that the literacy work and program itself was 
often seen in some way as being detrimental and costly, choking and stifling the 
teachers’ personal, creative and professional freedoms as educators.  
Penny labels the approach as demeaning, disregarding teachers’ experience 
and professionalism. In talking to the current and previous teachers of English within 
the interview respondents (who came from an area of expertise in which literacy was 
their core business), some found it to be ‘infantilising’, as it was powerfully 
articulated by Penny.  
 Another barrier that I see is, this is just my view of the world, a 
perception, a tendency in people particularly if you’re talking to people 
for whom it is not their passion.  There are people who are going to have 
passions about numeracy and visual arts and sport and whatever, and for 
whom literacy is just grist to the mill rather than a thing they love.  Even 
though they might see its value, that having provided templates which are 
really useful are not value adding, not stepping beyond them and I think 
that’s a real concern, that some of those things like PEEL can actually be 
an ideas generation.  The idea that we’d come up with a system for that 
are quite infantilising both for the staff and for the students.   
   (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
What was “magical” for William, and "special” for Daniel, was couched in terms of 
passion for Penny. For me, it is also a passion, otherwise I would not have embarked 
on such a project as this, and Penny is also talking from a place of great experience 
and passion for language and literacy; all of which, according to the data, was being 
lost or stifled. In missing opportunities for extension, for value adding and stepping 
beyond restrictive templates, parts of the program and thinking surrounding it were 
seen as “infantilising” to staff and students.   
Similarly, Daniel (in his third year) found part of this process too 
prescriptive, to the point where he felt almost “disingenuous” towards his students. 
Daniel:  I've tried them and had success. If someone introduces a new 
resource I can usually figure out pretty quickly whether or not 
- and that's probably a little bit conceited but I'll immediately 
know because if I'm delivering something I would say that it's 
probably - and it's probably just where I'm at professionally as 
well. It's probably something that I'll grow out of a little bit, 
but I'm still where I find some things that if I can't think of 
myself delivering them with enthusiasm, then I don't want to 
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do it, because I think the kids can kind of smell it on me, that 
I don't really believe it and I want... 
Researcher: That it's disingenuous. 
Daniel:  It's disingenuous, exactly and I want them to perceive me as 
being genuine and enthusiastic about their education. 
 (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
Thus, a key problem emerged in the contradictory nature of the program – in being 
explicit it was too prescriptive and restricting, overall failing to acknowledge the 
teachers’ professionalism and actually seen as demeaning to their practice. I have 
stated before that it is essential in order “to learn how and why teachers use literacy 
within the subjects they teach, it is necessary to examine [their] beliefs” (Readence, 
Kile & Mallette, 1998, p. 143). For instance, as Penny is a long-serving member of 
staff at Sunnydale, her interview comments reflected her own very strong-held 
beliefs of a lack of acknowledgement of teachers’ own professionalism and 
considerable experience.   
 … So I feel that quite a bit of that material is needlessly drummed home 
to us, that credit should be given for the fact that most people have got 
that….Or more credit…  So that’s a concern for me, but that’s me with 
my particular background and love of literature and English.  That’s not 
necessarily the case for people with similar loves coming 25 years after 
me through the schooling system, or people who have other passions and 
interests.”   (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis)  
What the survey data had alluded to, the interview phase explored in more depth 
here. This link to professional development and the effectiveness of whole-school 
instructional programs was made in Section 5.2.1, but is elaborated upon here as not 
only a criticism of the PD delivery, but also a perceived failure to acknowledge 
teachers’ professionalism, expertise, passions and interests. 
While new teachers needed the support, the literacy specialists and those for 
which literacy and professional freedom was highly valued wanted to be free from 
the “straitjackets”:  
Penny: I don’t know if acknowledging it in the whole-school 
framework wouldn’t just be making lots of mini straitjackets.   
Researcher: Mm. 
Penny:  Straitjackets is pejorative, it’s too strong but mini uniforms… 
Mini uniforms, but leaving… explicitly valuing space for that 
within departments and subject areas.  Perhaps some 
departments would want to formulate their own things but 
others might go, well, yes, we know that our teachers do that 
and our emphasis is elsewhere.   
    (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
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Penny’s use of the nouns “straitjackets” and “uniforms” here undeniably indicates 
her view of the whole-school literacy policy and its current constricting and 
inhibiting nature. While Penny herself concedes perhaps “straitjackets” is too a 
pejorative or strong a term, this comparison resonated with me. I felt it was an apt 
analogy for the contestations evident in the findings about the program’s lack of 
flexibility, ‘choking’ restrictions and shortage of acknowledgment of the 
professionalism and expertise of my colleagues. The question in which this study 
revolves around “Is literacy everyone’s business?” is also somewhat devoid of 
passion and emotion, disregarding that for some literacy is more than just their 
“business”! From this exploration of the data I thought “Where did the magic go? 
Where was the passion?” Although, I know personally that all involved had a great 
passion and commitment for literacy at Sunnydale, it was not being translated onto 
paper, to our school program. The program also demonstrated a lack of discipline 
area specificity, which many staff saw as detrimental to their application and 
enactment of the program.  
The challenge was and still remains for our Literacy Committee to retain and 
promote flexibility within the framework and encourage passionate adaptation and 
collaboration. In the end though it was not just the appropriateness of how the 
program and strategies could be adapted, but also the perceived ability and 
opportunities for teachers to “go off the book”. There was an obvious need for 
teachers to be flexible in deviating from the plan and our prescriptive literacy 
program to do things they saw as innovative, organic and at times perhaps a bit risky 
to actually achieve those valuable teachable moments and learning opportunities. 
Finally, a survey response reiterated the saying, “When the only thing you've 
got is a hammer, everything looks like a nail” (Anonymous survey data, 2015). Such 
a comment reinforced the dangers of a restrictive and highly generic approach in 
which both students and teachers felt strangled, limited and “straitjacketed”. But 
above all, policy is also only ever part of what teachers do. There is more to teaching 
and school life than policy, as heralded by Ball, Maguire and Braun (2012). Penny 
talks of the need to find and explicitly promote “valuing space for that within 
departments and subject areas”. There are “discretionary spaces” (Fenwick & 
Edwards, 2010, p. 126) and places within schools where policy does not reach, “bits 
of practice that are made up of teachers’ good ideas or chance or crisis – but this 
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space for action is also produced or delimited by policy” (Braun, Maguire & Braun, 
2012). It seems perhaps that such discretionary spaces are either missing or 
extremely undervalued and under-promoted at Sunnydale, or are simply lost. 
Drawing on the interview comments and data again, there are opportunities for 
explicitly valuing spaces within departments and subject areas at Sunnydale for 
teachers to discuss and experiment with literacy implementation, but such flexibility 
and innovation must be supported and encouraged.  
This was perhaps the most confronting point for me as a practitioner 
researcher in my project. I was very appreciative towards my colleagues for feeling 
comfortable and open to expressing their thoughts and how they were so willing and 
able to explore this with me in great detail. It also was a testament to the respondents 
involved in my study to show the depth of commitment they demonstrated to our 
school, to their students, to their own practices and also to our ultimate goal of 
literacy, for sharing in detailed ‘warts-and-all’ fashion their varied thoughts, 
understandings and experiences. This data and feedback will be invaluable for 
Sunnydale in moving forward with our literacy policy reform and whole-school 
program, but has also allowed me to grow both personally and professionally 
throughout the process. The data and findings I present here are also relevant to other 
schools, teachers, administrators and policy-makers to reveal the dangers of 
restrictive reform in limiting the wonderful innovative work of teachers in 
classrooms every day. 
5.3.5 The misconception of the framework as organic and bottom-up. In 
questioning the flexibility of the program and acknowledge teachers’ 
professionalism, what also became apparent mostly from the responses of more 
experienced teachers, including more experienced literacy specialists (like in the 
English faculty), was that this model was not really bottom-up (as we may have first 
thought or claimed). 
Somewhat concerning but also interesting in the data was the teachers’ 
perceptions of the program was that it was driven more from the top-down and 
dictated to by data and accountability. The pressures of externalised testing and 
accountability with NAPLAN and QCS tests (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012; 
Thompson, 2013; Thompson & Cook, 2012; Sturtevant & Linek, 2003) are well 
documented. Data-driven reform is of considerable importance in the current 
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pedagogical climate. It is also important to policy reform also address the areas of 
need in schools for improvement. This is evident in the data, for example, when 
asked to give a rationale about what was driving the literacy goals of the College, 
Claudia described: 
I guess that for me I think it is really important, for the college has seen it as a 
priority for literacy because it is something that really influences our overall 
results in a big way.  Obviously NAPLAN and our QCS, our results, are really 
influenced by the level of literacy that our students have.  So I do think it’s [a] 
college priority for that reason.  
   (Interview with Claudia, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
The results-driven agenda of improving literacy however further fuelled the 
perception that the work of the Literacy Committee was really more of a “top down 
approach” (from school leadership and administration down to the teachers). 
Interview data suggested that how both the Committee and the program were 
perceived was quite different across the teachers sampled. Being a ‘cultural insider’ 
and conducting practitioner inquiry, the interviews were vital to further position 
myself to see the ‘familiar as strange’. In conducting the interviews I was able to 
critically reflect on my own beliefs as current Chair of the committee, reflecting on 
what I had believed, which turns out could have been perhaps more of an ‘idealised’ 
approach.  
Many of us on the committee felt the creation of our whole-school literacy 
program was a ‘somewhat organic process’. However, some comments made in the 
interviews suggested a different perception held by some staff. In particular, Penny 
who is a current Literacy Committee member, spoke from her own knowledge and 
experience about what came from ‘us’ (the Committee) and also what we committee 
members, at times begrudgingly, were instructed to carry out by executive 
administration, commenting that: 
 “… I realise that organisationally, sometimes you’ve just got to go oh I’ll sit 
through this.  I think the key barrier for me, and it’s throughout my experience 
of all of the strategic committees, is that while we are being told this is staff 
directed and things that we want to do, giving them - and obviously we can’t 
choose absolutely anything we want to do, but my experience has been that it’s 
much more top-down than that, that it really isn’t bottom-up driving”  
    (Interview with Penny, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
 The unique structure of the strategic committees at Sunnydale made this case 
study site of particular interest because of the opportunities made available to 
classroom teachers to be involved in the strategic guidance of their school. It can be 
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argued that some processes and some of the work of the committees was more driven 
by the top-down, rather than bottom-up from the frontline. The contestation of ‘top-
down’ versus ‘bottom-up’ reform, such as faced here, is part of what Fullan (2009) 
calls “the challenge of change”, and continues to pose a significant dilemma for 
schools like Sunnydale across the nation. While Front and Durrant (2010) assert that 
teacher-led communities of practice can empower and strengthen capacity for 
continuous improvement, as is evident here, the role of the committee as a PLC 
impacted considerably upon how the program was perceived and the commitment of 
staff to enacting it.  
Now the perceived misconception of the program as bottom-up is apparent 
from the findings. Yet in moving forward with the whole-school program, if the 
Literacy Committee is to be an effective TLC, their work must remain transparent 
with an emphasis on the input and work of classroom teachers with experience on the 
frontline, not just top-down directives. After all, we are not just talking about a series 
of “cardboard cut-out sense-makers” (Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012, p. 5), but real 
teachers and their real practice, speaking from very real places of wisdom and 
experience.  
5.3.6 The whole-school P-12 Question: Is it even feasible, realistic, 
achievable or worthwhile? After my focus interview question “Is literacy 
everyone’s business?” I followed up further asking “Is a whole-school common 
language approach perhaps even incongruous or achievable at all?”. It was not a 
planned question, but after the first interview, I felt that here was my chance to 
finally ask if this whole-school approach should actually exist? Was this even a good 
idea? Was it doable, achievable, or even a goal we should have as a school or not?  
All interviews demonstrated that the answer to this question was vehemently 
yes, it should exist. However, any further agreement beyond this positive affirmation 
was again difficult to achieve. The teachers’ responses showed that a whole-school 
common language approach cannot, by sheer necessity, be the same across P-12. 
What a prep student does and what a Year 12 student does simply is not and cannot 
be the same. Sturtevant and Linek (2003) have prescribed a number of “dilemmas” 
faced between “the use of learning area literacy in secondary classrooms the 
potential clash between literacy instructional approaches and traditional learning area 
approaches” (p. 75). So the problem lies with how can something remain flexible, to 
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go across all the grades from Prep to Year 12, without it then being too generic and 
completely useless and redundant. The program also had to be practical and 
achievable for staff, and questioning whether or not this was doable by all at 
Sunnydale from Prep to Year 12 was an immense task. 
Overall, though, the data remained inconclusive regarding this. For example, 
William reported mixed feelings as he commented on the overwhelming number of 
strategies, initiatives, frameworks and priorities demanded of him, further adding to 
all these tools and skills he felt he was required to use.  
William:  There’s no shortage of them… I think if I tried to use every 
single one I might suffocate, like all those thinking skills 
ones, all those fishbone diagrams and the 3:2:1 and rah-rah-
rah, bippidi boppidi, XYZ et cetera, that's heaps.  And that’s 
awesome, but I’m still at the stage where I’m in my stage of 
my career I’m not remembering them all just yet and I think if 
I tried I would forget something else that’s vitally important, 
like I would forget how to … music.  But that’s just me. 
Researcher: So juggling the demands of both your content area and its - 
and quite a lot of other things… 
William:  Yeah.  I mean I see it as more of a here’s a heap of stuff, pick 
and go, as opposed to please use all of these now.   
 (Interview with William, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
William’s comment, that in trying to remember all of these mandated skills and 
strategies that “he would forget how to… music” reflected the tension and uneasiness 
surrounding balancing his content demands with those of literacy and everything 
else. His humorous but telling description of  the various literacy tools, skills and 
strategies using arbitrary, generic, nonsense terms “rah-rah-rah, bippidi boppidi, 
XYZ et cetera” uttered in a sing-song fashion demonstrated how innumerable, 
possibly irrelevant and disconnected he thinks they are. His use of the word 
“suffocate” even echoes the sentiments of the previous section of the program 
restricting, infantilising and straitjacketing staff. At least however, to cope, William 
explained that he did see a measure of flexibility in the program; the potential to 
“pick and go” from the list. 
Daniel’s comments also demonstrated his struggle with seeing the program as 
completely feasible, drawing on his experience with Senior students, feeling as if 
they had not moved on from Junior School. 
Daniel: Feasible, achievable. I think when it gets into the teaching, like 
telling a teacher how to teach a concept or to teach a new 
problem, I think that's when it - when you get into the 
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mechanics of teaching and want a mandated common language 
approach, I think that's unfeasible basically. 
Researcher: Do you think that an element of a one size fits all in the P-12 
context exacerbates that problem? 
Daniel: Yeah, definitely. 
Researcher: Do you ever see - maybe just you personally - a common 
language approach of any sort being feasible in a P-12 setting? 
Daniel: No. 
Researcher: At all? 
Daniel: Oh maybe… I don't know. It's just because - I think that my 
biggest problem with it is that with some common language 
stuff and PEEL is a good example; when you say the words 
PEEL sometimes the kids just go ooh, because their brain just 
goes wait, I remember what this lesson was like last year and I 
didn't enjoy it very much. This is when he's going to go on and 
on about how to write a paragraph. Whereas I think if you make 
it specific to pieces of assessment, it says we're learning 
something new and it's building on a framework. Kids also I 
think like acknowledgements that they are progressing, they are 
maturing. 
  So I'm worried that if we have a common language P-12 
approach - and again there are so many, like the extent to which 
that would be, I'm not sure. But what I perceive as a possible 
problem is that as students progress, they feel like they're 
getting taught the same way as a kid in pre-school when they're 
in Grade 10. I think that kids really like acknowledgement of 
you've just levelled up. You're higher up on the social rung at 
school. The teachers are treating you with more respect and 
giving you more autonomy in class and so the terminology 
deepens and develops.      
 (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
In unpacking the data here, Daniel’s responses illustrate his belief in the infeasibility 
of the program. His views of the lack of acknowledgment of teachers’ 
professionalism are demonstrated in his detailed explanation: “like telling a teacher 
how to teach a concept or… when you get into the mechanics of teaching and want a 
mandated common language approach, I think that’s unfeasible basically” (2015), it 
can be inferred that there is some resentment and definitely resistance to the level of 
mandated control, dictation or restraint. I have discussed at length previously the 
reported feelings of some staff in feeling unnecessarily restricted by the program, 
which is clearly foregrounded in Daniel’s comments. So is the fact that the 
program’s perceived infeasibility is because it is costly to the students as well. 
Daniel’s interesting choice of terminology in students really liking “acknowledgment 
of you’ve just levelled up” definitely suggests ‘gamer’ talk, but raises a serious issue 
of concern which not only faces Sunnydale but many other schools enacting literacy 
reform. For a consistent common language approach across year levels, where is the 
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acknowledgment of progression increased complexity if the same language is used 
continually – as well as tediously and mind-numbingly, according to some of the 
data from the students’ reported “groans” in reaction to PEEL or some other strategy. 
Also, some teachers question how much of the program was really ‘new’. 
Previous points have addressed the perceived lack of acknowledgement of teacher 
expertise and professionalism. One survey comment suggested that none of the work 
was new:  
“Although often re-named, much of what I find successful is not new. (E.g. 
The hugely valuable concepts embedded in 3-level guides/QAR; 
TEAL/PEEL/TEXAS/SEX have been around for decades [centuries?]— & I 
cannot tell you how outraged I feel (partly it is just ego, but it's also 
professional pride, & respect for the people who taught me to teach & think 
in schools of the past) at the idea, which I feel is unthinkingly 
insinuated/perpetuated, that they are new to teachers” (Anonymous survey 
data, 2015).  
It certainly begged the question: Is this program then even worthwhile? If, as one 
respondent had put it, “I find my successes in 'enacting the Whole-School Common 
Language Approach' to be very much woven from strategies learned through talking 
with & observing esteemed colleagues as needs have arisen in the course of my 
teaching career, and from successes I have earned through trial and error in past 
years” (Anonymous survey data, 2015), and NOT from such programs. So again, 
what is really being achieved here? 
One the one hand, there were many points of agreement evident from the 
data, but considerable disagreements and contestations also arose. What seemed 
apparent was that the existence and intent of the whole-school common language 
approach to literacy was seen as valuable, teachers’ views varied widely on the exact 
details of its enactment on the ‘frontline’. Claudia’s comments ultimately put it 
eloquently, clearly stating the importance of the framework, but reiterating the 
uncertainty of exactly how to achieve this: 
 Obviously for students who come here in pre-school and prep and then go 
all the way through, I think that from my own experience in trying to 
make something fit a P to 12 framework, it’s hard.  I can completely 
appreciate how difficult that is.  I think that in some ways it’s probably 
never going to be a one size fits all, but I do think that there are concepts 
within that literacy framework that do span across… I think that as a 
framework it needs to be P to 12 because there’s so much value in that.  
Where do our students come from and what skills do they come with?  
How great is it that there’s a common language?  How good is it that the 
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metalanguage that’s used around the literacy framework is the same in 
junior, middle and senior?  I think that’s fantastic. 
 Can we have a one size fits all for resources and tools?  Maybe not, but 
on some level the fact that we’re using the same language to discuss 
reading and writing is so fundamental, so important.    
  (Interview with Claudia, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
Interestingly, Claudia comments on how she sees “value” in adopting a 
whole-school framework within the opportunities a P-12 school context can provide 
for the students, yet notes in her negative language choices how “hard” and 
“difficult” this is. She concludes that “it’s probably never going to be a one size fits 
all” but the goal in using a common language is “so fundamental, so important”. 
Therefore, there exists great support for the existence and goals of such a program, 
but again the precise details of how this is implemented must be revised. 
5.4 Conclusion 
 In summing up my findings, the commonalities identified in the data about 
the points of agreement positively supported the prioritisation of literacy at 
Sunnydale State College. While there was agreement that literacy is, or at the very 
least should be, everyone’s business, the importance of explicit instruction in literacy 
and the quest to achieve consistency was clear. However, it can be concluded that 
considerable contestations in the data identified concerns about the uncertainty and 
disagreement over what precisely is literacy and literacy teaching. Consequently, 
many discrepancies resulted, as the findings showed the respondents’ fears of 
detrimental effects of a one-size-fits-all approach resulting in repetition, restriction 
and formulaic responses from students. A significant trend in the data illustrated how 
some teachers felt infantilised and straitjacketed by the approach.  
More needs to be done with professional development to allow for an 
adaptive program that provides greater differentiation and diversity in meeting the 
professional needs of the staff and learning needs of the students, and greater 
recognition and celebration of the achievements, expertise and professionalism of 
Sunnydale’s staff. In the end, questions still remain about whether or not a Prep to 
Year 12 approach is even feasible, realistic, achievable or a worthwhile goal. 
However, arising from this project are many implications for Sunnydale and its 
literacy framework to evolve in the future. 
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Chapter 6:  Major Findings, Implications and Conclusions 
6.1 Introduction 
At a time when literacy is purportedly everyone’s business, the focus of this 
study was on one Queensland Preparatory to Year 12 metropolitan state college as a 
case study site for a practitioner-based inquiry. I began as a practitioner and 
researcher motivated by the tensions and contradictions I experienced in my own 
understandings about literacy and the literacy pedagogy practices of my school, and 
sought to answer the question: How do we do literacy teaching at Sunnydale State 
College?  
In exploring the teachers’ reported understandings of literacy, and their 
experiences in enacting a whole-school common language approach to literacy, I 
identified a variety of complex factors at play. Particular consistencies in the school’s 
prioritisation of and commitments to literacy were identified. However, 
disagreements and contestations concerning different definitions, understandings and 
approaches to literacy adopted by teachers, and the many challenges surrounding 
whole-school, cross-curriculum implementation were also identified.  
In this final chapter, I present, in Section 6.2, the major findings from Chapters 
4 and 5 and offer conclusions. I return to my motivations for the study and address 
the significance of the findings for the P-12 context at Sunnydale in Section 6.3. I 
suggest, in Section 6.4, the methodological contribution to literacy education 
research, revisiting the multiple roles I adopted in my study, and highlighting the 
benefits of conducting Practitioner Inquiry coupled with CDA. In Section 6.5, I 
discuss lasting implications for practice in relation to: teaching and school planning 
at Sunnydale; shaping the work of the Literacy Committee and influencing future 
Professional Development at the College; and implications for literacy policy reform 
and enactment. I conclude with the final questions raised by my study, 
acknowledging its limitations (Section 6.6), and making suggestions for further 
research (Section 6.7). 
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6.2 Is literacy everyone’s business at Sunnydale P-12 College? A summary of 
major findings 
Through the analysis present in Chapters 4 and 5 of this thesis, a clearer 
picture of the ways in which literacy education is understood and enacted at 
Sunnydale State College emerged. I present a summary here of the major findings, 
beginning with the ‘official’ view of literacy established by the College and its 
school documentation, how this was confirmed and contested by the teachers who 
presented a range of views on literacy as a concept and literacy practices. I also 
discuss the range of issues with emerged in regards to the literacy program and its 
enactment. 
6.2.1 The ‘official’ view. According to my analysis of three key documents of the 
2015 Staff Handbook, 2014 Literacy Placemat and 2015 P-12 Curriculum 
Framework, the ‘official’ view is that Sunnydale State College is committed to 
literacy across the whole P-12 school. There exists clearly in the official 
documentation a prioritisation of literacy, but in its most traditional sense and in its 
singular form. The findings suggest that a narrow definition of literacy as a skills-
based endeavour is being purported, with little evidence of school’s official view 
encompassing a range of different facets of what literacy means in its singular and 
plural forms.  
According to the Handbook, there is an expectation that assumes all staff are 
committed to and will deliver literacy and the associated literacy strategies. I found 
in the data a focus on promoting basic skills instruction, no matter what the grade 
level, through a teacher-centered, goal-oriented approach. Yet, how teachers saw this 
as informing their own classroom practice was a complicated process that was 
mediated and struggled over, and sometimes reportedly ignored, questioned or even 
rejected by staff.   
The Literacy Placemat did outline a set of strategies to help establish a 
common language or metalanguage of sorts, to talk about language (Torrance & 
Olson, 1987; Geoghegan, O’Neill & Petersen 2013). However, there actually existed 
no notable statement specifically outlining the College’s commitment to literacy and 
what this common language actually involved. Such a notable absence indicated 
problems and contestations from the start. The findings of the synthesis and analysis 
of the 2015 P-12 Curriculum Framework document also revealed interesting trends 
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about the reported literacy practices across the whole school. The evidence in this 
artefact seemed to suggest again a pervading definition of literacy and the goals of 
the program as vague and ambiguous, still relying on a definition of literacy as a 
skills-set. Therefore, this lack of consensus raised further key questions about 
labelling the program ‘whole-school’, when key strategies and priorities were not 
entirely evident across P-12, and the intent of establishing a ‘common language’ was 
not even made explicit. 
The official view as presented in the school documentation was  both 
confirmed and contested by the teachers who presented a range of views on literacy 
(as a concept and literacy practices). A number of on-going, contingent issues with 
regards to the literacy program and its enactment were also raised.  
6.2.2 Literacy as a concept and literacy practices. Considerable 
contestations in the findings identified concerns about the uncertainty and 
disagreement over what precisely is literacy and literacy teaching. The variations in 
the data reflected widely diverse interpretations of literacy, of the whole-school 
approach to literacy, the literacy priorities in the school, as well as what exactly is 
enacted across the P-12 curriculum at Sunnydale. So again I questioned that if staff 
cannot agree on what is literacy, then how can a common language approach ever be 
achieved? 
The more I examined the data, the more questions and concerns I had over 
how the school, the school documents, the Literacy Committee and the staff 
reportedly defined literacy. There was substantial disagreement and uncertainty 
around viewing literacy as a concept, yet the skills model was persistent. While the 
document analysis reflected the school’s representation of the concept of literacy 
being based on a narrower, traditional and singular form, the survey demonstrated 
that a majority of the respondents were at least aware of multi-literacies, and some 
had an understanding of the more complex theory and pedagogy of multiliteracies, 
and less narrow definitions of the concept.  
I referred previously to Street’s work (1995, 2014) which promoted the 
significance of social context in the development of literacy and his quest to 
challenge the narrow assumptions of literacy education as involving much more the 
passing on of some technical, surface skills, but deeper shifts in thinking at an 
epistemological level, which is not evident in the documents at Sunnydale. However, 
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the discourses of the staff and the interview respondents would go onto offer a wider 
range of responses, acknowledging literacy in its singular and plural form, as a set of 
skills and as a much more complex social phenomenon. This is indicative of the 
complexities of defining and understanding the nature of ‘literacy’ and how reaching 
a consensus about defining literacy as a term and a phenomenon proved to be 
difficult and elusive throughout all data sets.   
Further to this, the document analysis spoke to the results of the survey and 
interview data, all illustrating the considerable challenges the school faced in 
achieving consistency across P-12. Although the quest for consistency was clearly 
evident, the practicalities of this were not. Other than a clear repetition of the 
prioritised strategies, such as PEEL with an almost ‘cut-and-paste’ approach evident 
in some documentation, the teachers called for greater flexibility to adapt the 
framework, but felt they could not do so.  
In summary, the commonalities identified in the data about the points of 
agreement positively supported the prioritisation of literacy in practice at Sunnydale 
State College. While there was no agreed-upon definition of literacy reached, there 
was agreement made that literacy is, or at the very least should be, everyone’s 
business at Sunnydale. The importance of explicit instruction in literacy across the 
College and its quest to achieve consistency was clear, but issues still remained 
regarding the program’s enactment and exactly how to achieve its goals. 
6.2.3 Issues regarding the literacy program and its enactment. Many 
discrepancies were identified in the findings which presented a range of issues 
regarding the literacy program and its enactment. Although considerable uncertainty 
surrounding the definition of literacy and literacy teaching remained, there was also 
considerable disparity in the teachers’ views of the role of professional development 
in the roll-out of the whole-school approach. A key finding demonstrated the 
negative impact according to some respondents of the PD sessions in the initial 
delivery of the program to its staff and its reported take-up or not as a result.  
The incongruity of all-too generic strategies that were too repetitive, 
restrictive and formulaic to truly meet a wide range of students and the needs of 
specific subjects was a noticeable concern for staff. The data reflected the 
respondents’ fears of the detrimental effects of a one-size-fits-all approach. The 
findings of the interview data analysis also suggested that the resources, such as the 
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templates, were being seen as too simple and generic in contrast to teaching how to 
comprehend, integrate and produce texts in complex, precise ways. The resources 
and strategies were seen as not flexible or adaptable. Further to this, a significant 
point which became apparent in the analysis in Chapter 5, was a reported disconnect 
between the mandated resources and particular literacy activities provided by the 
Committee, with the “saying, doing and relating” (Edwards-Groves, p. 1, 2010) of 
literacy learning. It seems the process of literacy as complex meaning making and a 
more intricate and nuanced social exercise in which learners participate was absent in 
the framework.  
Of particular significance in the interview analysis was the language choices 
used by the respondents, including the dangers of ‘infantilising and straitjacketing’ 
staff. My study found that some staff reportedly felt that their own teaching creativity 
and freedoms were ‘stifled’ and that the program was perceived by some as 
demeaning, with little acknowledgement of teachers’ own professionalism, 
experience and expertise. It suggests that more needs to be done to address the 
professional needs of the staff and learning needs of the students, and greater 
recognition and celebration of the achievements, expertise and professionalism of 
Sunnydale’s staff.  
In the end, questions still remained about whether or not a Prep to Year 12 
approach was even feasible or a worthwhile goal. However, arising from this project 
are many implications for Sunnydale State College and its literacy framework to 
evolve in the future. It is hoped that the significance of this study can result in it 
acting as a catalyst for the future direction of literacy at Sunnydale and beyond.  
6.3 Significance of the Study  
The significance of what I have achieved in this study includes a range of 
outcomes. What I had set out to accomplish and have succeeded in doing so include 
the following: 
i. Gaining much clearer knowledge of teachers’ understandings and 
practices of literacy across the whole College; 
ii. Gaining a clearer understanding of the working definitions of literacy 
as understood across the College; 
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iii. Identifying more clearly the teachers’ self-reported successes, 
challenges and limitations of the whole-school common language 
approach to literacy; 
iv. Identifying what commitments to literacy are overtly stated within the 
College and what teachers are actually committing themselves to in 
regards to their everyday literacy teaching practices in their 
classrooms; 
v. Acquiring greater clarity about the relationships and collaboration 
which actually occurs across the whole school, and between teachers 
across the sub-schools, in regards to their literacy teaching practices; 
vi. Obtaining a greater perspective on what might be done to improve and 
make changes to the practices and key documents pertaining to 
literacy in the College;  
vii. Painting a portrait for other schools in the same milieu and offering 
valuable insight into one P-12 school’s approach to whole-school 
literacy reform and policy enactment. 
As a practitioner inquiry, the study is of most significance in helping to 
further the work of the school’s Literacy Strategic Committee. For instance, the 
acknowledgment of the significant work of the current and past Committees and 
teachers at the College was powerful in itself. Although considerable issues became 
apparent in the disagreements and disputations over the program, I was reassured by 
the overwhelming data that supported the assertion that at Sunnydale, according to 
the respondents, literacy was seen as everyone’s business. From my own personal 
perspective of practitioner inquirer, as well as wearing my ‘other hats’ as Chair of 
our Literacy Committee and teaching participant, it was important and valuable for 
me to see how the findings highlighted the importance of our work.  
6.4 Methodological Contribution  
Practitioner Inquiry research is set on analysing and reflecting on one’s own 
practice within one’s own unique institutional context. The objectives of this case 
study also aimed to make contributions to the larger body of research in the field of 
literacy education as well as to the analytic method adopted. Research into current 
literacy education practices and school approaches to current literacy reform and 
policy enactment are vital in order to understand practice on the ground. This study 
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also adds to the emerging field of research combining CDA and practitioner inquiry 
as complementary analytic tools. 
6.4.1 Contribution to the body of research on literacy education. As part 
of the recent impetus for the ongoing development of theoretical and empirical 
research into literacy and literacy education (Freebody, Morgan, Comber & Nixon, 
2014), this thesis is a timely contribution to literacy education research and 
practitioner-based inquiry. It contributes to: 
 understandings of literacy education policy enactment;  
 understandings of teachers’ conceptualisations and views of literacy and their 
commitments to literacy education; 
 understandings of the situated practice of one Prep-Year 12 College’s whole-
school approach to literacy. 
Part of the aims and motivation for my project was to shine a light on the 
work of real teachers on the frontline in real schools. I wanted to “disrupt the 
idealism of policy by introducing the reality” (Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012, p. 42), 
by exploring the real case of my own school’s engagement with literacy as part of 
the broader school reform agenda. Much has been written about literacy policy 
translation, interpretation and enactment, on which I have drawn in this study, (Ball, 
1994; Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012; Heimans, 2014; Rizvi & Kemmis, 1987; 
Spillane, 2004), but the shift to more fully understand the “messiness and 
unpredictability of what people do” (Heimans, 2014, p. 308) in schools is imperative.   
I began this case study seeking, in part, to fill a gap in the research around 
practitioner inquiry giving voice to teachers and workers on the ‘frontline’ of literacy 
policy enactment. This thesis adds to the limited but emerging number of studies on 
whole-school literacy programs delivered within a P-12 context. This work is 
essential in today’s current pedagogical environment where literacy is promulgated 
as every teacher’s responsibility (ACARA, 2013, 2015).  
 Like many other works in the field of literacy education, my study drew upon 
the work of Gee in socio-cultural approaches to literacy/literacies (1992), and that of 
theory of multiliteracies (Cope, Kalantzis, & New London Group, 2000) and 
Freebody and Luke’s Four Roles and Resources Model (1990). The literacy practice 
of meaning making is an integral socially- and culturally-shared practice, and Gee 
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(1991, 1992) argues that “literacy is inherently plural (literacies)” (p. 33). Yet, a 
narrow definition of literacy in its singular form and focused on literacy as a skill-set 
is being perpetuated in schools, as shown here in my study at Sunnydale and in 
programs responding to literacy policy reform agendas. My project contributes a 
practitioner-based inquiry case study of one school’s approach to literacy teaching in 
today’s pedagogical climate, where tensions and concerns still remain about what 
kinds of literacy education should be offered in the 21st century.  
6.4.2 Contribution to analytic method by the combination of analytic 
tools. The combination of analytic tools, incorporating critical discourse analysis to 
enhance criticality and reflexivity as part of a practitioner inquiry, renders my study 
part of a group of emerging studies, which have adopted such an analytic method. As 
outlined in chapter 3, Montessori and Schuman (2015) combined CDA and 
participatory action research as an emergent research design. Their project was based 
on a new approach to shared processes of interpretation in educational research. The 
researchers worked with teachers and students to develop more inclusive practices 
within their schools, addressing many practical and institutional challenges as well as 
power relations in the classroom in order to cater for greater student diversity.  More 
closely aligned with my study’s design, Hennessy (2011) conducted a practitioner 
inquiry of her own grade nine literacy class in an urban public school and used 
critical discourse analysis to explore the discursive space of her classroom, situating 
her findings across the local, institutional and societal domains. These two studies 
indicate the value of and growing interest in this emerging field within educational 
research, one to which my study contributes.  
The methodological approach allowed me to examine, with a certain degree 
of criticality and reflexivity, the minutiae of my own school’s practice, a school in 
which I was researcher, participant and key stakeholder involved as Chair of our 
schools’ Literacy Committee. In adopting CDA in the document analysis and for the 
interview data, I was able to investigate the distinctions and contestations among the 
various instantiations of discourses about literacy within the college. Research of this 
nature emphasises the promotion of teachers’ own voices and seeks to ultimately 
enhance teachers’ practice. 
Despite their potential as powerful contexts within which to work, P-12 
schools present their own challenges to whole-school approaches and program 
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coherence. Many of the challenges, disagreements and contestations which existed in 
the data had emerged because of the immense scope of the program. At its inception, 
the program for literacy education at Sunnydale was deemed to need a common 
language and a common approach to literacy teaching from Prep to Year 12, across 
all sub-schools and subject areas. Yet, as my findings have shown, this ‘common’ 
approach could be assumed as problematic, as the question still remains if this is 
actually feasible across a P-12 context. This fortunately remains an area which would 
benefit from further research and exploration. 
While I maintain the value inherent in P-12 schools to build literacy capacity, 
it is recommended that further research be conducted in P-12 school sites. The 
findings suggest that despite a shared commitment to and prioritisation of literacy 
across the College, future literacy policy enactment and action at Sunnydale must 
adopt changes to the program to be more flexible, adaptable and responsive to the 
varied needs of its staff and school community from Prep to Year 12.  
There is value in finding further opportunities in P-12 schools for further 
research into program coherence and different school approaches to literacy whether 
they be whole-school, cross-curriculum or disciplinary-based. Little research work 
has been done in contexts such as my own at Sunnydale. However, the potential I 
saw at the start of this project,  of what such a P-12 case could do to provide new 
insights into literacy policy enactment, was not as substantial as I had hoped. While 
the contributions from JS interviewee William were invaluable, a key implication for 
future research is that it should attempt to address this imbalance in representation. 
As I had noted previously (in Section 3.3.3) in many school contexts, both physical 
space and school organisation can act as barriers for communication and 
collaboration, so further examination could reveal why such resistance or 
obstructions exist. This is one such example of implications of this study for future 
research. In Section 6.5, I outline the significance of the study, and implications for 
future practice and recommendations based on the findings.  
6.5 Implications for practice  
It was reassuring to see from the data that there was no contestation around 
the importance of literacy or the importance of the Committee’s work at Sunnydale 
State College. Even though there still remains questions about what constitutes 
literacy, and how to best go about developing pedagogy with staff and students with 
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different ages, ability levels, subjects and so forth, our Committee had achieved an 
important start. We started with the goal of figuring out what kind of literacy policy 
our P-12 school could hope to produce that would be helpful. Now, from here, 
changes can be put in place to make the prioritisation and enactment of literacy at 
Sunnydale more effective.  
6.5.1 Shaping the work of the Literacy Committee. The Literacy Strategic 
Committee remains at the forefront of whole-school planning and should play an 
integral role in moving forward with changes to the program and associated 
professional development. This study is a catalyst for change and will shape the work 
of Sunnydale’s Literacy Committee from this point forward.  
For the Committee to move forward, we must act more as intermediaries to 
interpret literacy policy and take responsive action as part of the wider societal 
domain and literacy agenda. As I explained previously, as a practitioner inquirer it 
was very important for me to seek out my colleagues’ perspectives on what role they 
thought the Literacy Committee played in the College. Overall, the interviewees 
spoke positively of the need for a guiding group of representatives from across the 
sub-schools to act as facilitators, resource developers, and intermediaries to do the 
process of ‘interpretation’, to guide ‘enactment’, and to suggest ways to achieve the 
strategic goals of the school. Daniel’s comments reinforced the significant position 
of the Committee within the local domain, acting as facilitators across the 
institutional and societal domains on behalf of the teachers: 
 … I think it's like looking at problems, like where are we not doing well 
as a school, whether or not it's in structuring paragraphs or maybe… 
using more sophisticated vocabulary. I think it's about identifying when 
we have options to look at data, or when a particular group of teachers 
say hey, this is a point where some - I know where some of my students 
are struggling. I think the way that I see the Literacy Committee is to 
work to look at what are the problems that we're perceiving exists... but 
also as like looking at what are particular trends that are happening in 
education and identifying things that other schools are doing, thinking 
well which of these might suit the college and in what capacity might 
they suit the college and what particular group of students. So I think it's 
probably a combination of those two, like suggesting ways forward in 
introducing new ideas, but also reacting to problems that have been 
identified by teachers.      
   (Interview with Daniel, (August) 2015. My emphasis) 
It seems that many uncertainties which arose during this study related to 
questions of power; regarding what is important for classroom teachers to do, what 
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they feel or view as compulsory or optional, restrictive or worthwhile.  Exploring the 
implications of this, for myself and the Committee, will be vital in our response to 
this practitioner inquiry. In “suggesting ways forward in introducing new ideas”, as 
Daniel suggests, and in “reacting to problems that have been identified by teachers”, 
the Committee’s role has never been more important. I know now from this study 
that we must be more supportive, more responsive and more reflective of the needs 
of our staff and students first, before focusing on top-down mandates that disregard 
the ‘real’, ‘messy’ work on the ‘frontline’. 
6.5.2 Teaching and school planning. One of the most significant 
implications for the school’s literacy policy-making, teaching and planning that has 
arisen from this study is the need for robust and sustained discussion among all staff 
leading to an explicit written commitment to literacy. The findings demonstrated the 
importance of what needs to be clearly and explicitly ‘stated’, and not just taken for 
granted or assumed. For example, a vital question still remains – exactly what is the 
common language approach to literacy at Sunnydale and what does it actually 
involve?  
  I discussed briefly in Chapter 1 what was meant a ‘common language’, 
problematising initial conceptions of this as a consistent metalanguage to be used by 
staff and teachers as a key goal of the whole-school program. Yet what really 
emerged was more of a common ‘professional’ language, concerned mainly with 
talking about literacy pedagogy and related strategies, rather than literacy as a 
phenomenon itself, and based on the findings, there was little agreement over what 
exactly this common language consisted of. As I previously demonstrated in the 
analysis of the survey and interview data, there is significant ambiguity surrounding 
definitions of literacy and the nature of explicit literacy instruction, and the 
(meta)language used to talk about it at Sunnydale. There is also disagreement over 
the most appropriate approaches to literacy to adopt across the College. The school 
documents clearly promoted a skills-based approach, mandating literacy as a whole-
school priority, which was also supported by the other two data sets.  
I return now to Sharratt and Fullan’s (2013) suggestion of the key drivers to 
achieve successful, instructional change (featured earlier on page 49, Section 2.4.2). 
I draw upon their work again to highlight the importance of achieving “shared beliefs 
and understandings”, in which they elaborate: 
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1. Shared beliefs and understandings: 
a. Each student can achieve high standards given the right time and the right 
support. 
b. Each teacher can teach to high standards given the right assistance. 
c. High expectations and early and ongoing intervention are essential. 
d. Teachers and administrators need to be able to articulate what they do and 
why they teach the way they do (adapted from Hill & Crevola, 1999).  
(in Sharratt & Fullan, 2013, p. 45) 
From my findings, what remained inconsistent was a shared belief and 
understanding about literacy and its definition. I have already attempted to explain 
the elusiveness and complex, dynamic nature of the concept of literacy and how it 
can be defined in a multiplicity of ways. The lack of specific guidance regarding a 
written commitment to literacy or a stated response to literacy policy within the 
school resulted in a lack of clarity in what definition/s of literacy and approach/es to 
literacy teaching were being adopted by the school. Furthermore, the specific aims of 
the whole school program remained unclear, with the notable absence of an explicit 
statement specifically outlining the College’s commitment to literacy and what the 
common language actually involved. Therefore, in moving forward with teaching 
and school planning, Sunnydale must make their commitment and approach to 
literacy explicit in their school documents, outlining in detail the approach or 
approaches adopted by the College and the aims of its literacy program. Ideally, this 
should be well informed by broader discussions of literacy as theory, as well as 
corresponding pedagogic approaches, with a definition of what is meant by ‘literacy’. 
Only then can some kind of shard belief and understanding of literacy across the 
College and what this actually means can be achieved. 
The reported disconnect between the mandated resources and particular 
literacy activities provided by the Literacy Committee with the realities of a 
classroom and teaching on the ‘frontline’ was concerning. What this means for 
teaching and school planning here at Sunnydale is that resources need to be revised 
and adapted with a focus on their flexible application across the curriculum. The 
removal of the term and implications of ‘mandated’ would also allow for further 
organic, teacher-led dialogues surrounding what is best practice. In drawing on a 
point made by Hannah when one of her chemistry students saw PEEL as the only 
way to respond to a justification question, teachers and students should be instructed 
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on a variety of possibilities, skills and strategies to apply to their literacy practices. 
The reality of life, just as it is at school, is not formulaic with only one obligatory 
option as the right answer. Although foundational skills are important to engender in 
our students, literacy is a more complex and nuanced phenomenon. Therefore, the 
resources must support and allow for that.    
A key aspect of the contestations and disagreements of the current program, 
from teachers’ reported experiences, was the restriction of teachers, with the analogy 
of ‘straitjackets’ used to describe the framework. Instead of demeaning and 
‘infantilising’ staff, teachers need be recognised, celebrated and encouraged as 
passionate and experienced professionals. Not all respondents relished the 
opportunity to make literacy their business, however, detailed support and 
professional development of new staff members and early-career teachers was 
celebrated as a success. With a greater emphasis on multiple literacies and content-
area specificity, the dangers of adopting a one-size-fits-all approach are minimised. 
Teachers are more empowered to learn from their colleagues within their faculties 
and KLAs to develop targeted literacy instruction that remains explicit in its focus, 
but also incorporates some agreed-upon consistencies across the school. Some 
specific examples which emerged from the data included: 
 Retaining successful strategies that have been already widely 
embedded, including PEEL and QAR that are applicable across the 
curriculum; 
 Introduce greater opportunities for explicit literacy instruction and 
discussion of this within faculty and subject areas, openly celebrating 
and acknowledging the expertise and practice of our colleagues; 
 The promotion of a wider scope for multiliteracies and KLA literacy 
specificity, with ongoing as well as flexible, differentiated support for 
staff (i.e. a variety of workshops and PD sessions, including optional 
professional development that is not mandated), including the 
maintenance of support and instruction for new staff at the College 
(supported by the Committee); 
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 Expanding on what literacy looks like across the year levels and 
subject areas with support from the Committee, but led by faculty 
colleagues (e.g. what does literacy look like in Year 9 science); 
 Target the needs of students and the curriculum, including 
assessment requirements to ‘minimise the teaching load’ and seeing 
this as yet another demand on teachers; 
 Placing explicit emphasis on flexibility and adaptability – the 
suggested resources and strategies are just one way to approach 
literacy, and encourage discussion about the multiple ways the task 
could be approached by staff and students alike. 
Therefore, the implications of this study include considerable changes in the 
current literacy program at Sunnydale State College. The findings, as outlined in 
Section 6.2 above, support my recommendation for changes to be made to 
encompass greater freedoms, flexibility and opportunities for organic adaptations of 
the resources, activities and aims of the program and the need to address core 
foundational skills, as well as targeted, specific literacy needs of specialist subject 
areas.   
6.5.3 Influencing professional development. In reporting my findings, 
further issues were raised for me, as someone with a commitment to literacy and in a 
leadership position working with colleagues in promoting literacy: how does one 
plan the professional development needed to target colleagues at different points of 
their careers and with different understandings of literacy? How could we address the 
substantial feedback from teachers in the survey and interviews about the lack of 
acknowledgement of their expertise and professionalism so they feel comfortable, 
skilled (and dare I say it, passionate) about literacy as much as they were about other 
aspects of their pedagogic practice? How can we move beyond the constraints of a 
generic, repetitive, formulaic one-size-fits-all approach but still achieve some form 
of consistency and program coherence across the school?  
In gaining greater insight into what the teachers reported as the considerable 
challenges and limitations of the current program, I also invited the interview 
respondents to comment on what changes they would like to see. Most found this 
question difficult to answer, which was expected, as this was the origins of my study. 
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I felt we had come to the point where I wanted to know: “Well, what now? What’s 
going on? What’s working and what’s not?” It was a significantly humbling 
experience for me as practitioner inquirer listening, analysing and responding to the, 
at times, critical feedback from my colleagues. I deeply respect, acknowledge and 
thank all respondents who took part in my study, for the interviewees in particular 
who took the process very seriously. The respondents were often very thoughtful, 
candid and detailed in their responses, knowingly speaking to me as their fellow 
colleague and ‘cultural insider’, but also as a critical researcher and inquirer.  
Another likely implication of this study is that it will open up and promote 
further professional dialogue, such as that made possible by the interviews, among 
the immense variety of innovative and committed professionals at Sunnydale. It has 
already generated interest amongst teachers in sharing more of their views, expertise 
and experiences. Sitting down and speaking with my colleagues was the most 
powerful part of the process for me, both personally and professionally. Peter 
described it best in his interview when he discussed the need for cross-pollination 
and collaboration in developing and enhancing the common language approach and 
whole-school literacy program: 
So that it's constantly being reiterated that okay we have - and I think having 
that cross curricular, cross pollination of ideas, it just enhances [the 
program]. You say, well, there are several different - the word blue means 
feeling depressed and it also is a colour. We have to be able to incorporate 
that into our language because there are different meanings. It's important 
that the school acknowledges across the board that everyone knows what 
they mean in every consistent context.     
   (Interview with Peter, (September) 2015. My emphasis) 
I have written in Section 5.3.2 about the issue of professional development in 
rolling out the program, and how it is apparent that changes need to be made to how 
literacy PD at Sunnydale is delivered. Based on the data there are implications for 
more discipline-based literacy work needed and greater differentiation in meeting the 
specific literacy needs of subject areas and students. The importance and influence of 
colleagues in supporting literacy pedagogy was also well established in the data.  For 
the program to evolve, I recommend more optional, varied and targeted PD 
opportunities that would be beneficial in adapting and demonstrating how the priority 
of literacy can be embedded and enacted in Sunnydale’s classrooms.  
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Claudia’s suggestions, made during her interview, effectively highlight how 
the Committee can move forward with this. They are summarised as follows:  
 Provide opportunities for teachers to observe the practice of 
colleagues to potentially build better practice;  
 Allow greater scope for more experienced teachers to demonstrate 
their literacy teaching practice and show how they incorporate 
strategies into their pedagogy and work within faculty areas rather 
than across the whole-school;  
 Promote teachers taking ownership of their practice and their own 
discipline area and the importance of literacy within this;  
 Encourage dialogue and conversations from literacy specialists and 
non-specialists alike so teachers can adapt this work in their own 
practice.  
Claudia’s comments raised interesting questions surrounding the importance of 
teachers having ownership of their own practice and the relevance of the literacy 
work for non-literacy specialists. Some questions that come to mind include: How 
committed to a program or initiative are staff if they feel it is demeaning, 
infantilising and irrelevant to them? If literacy is not a subject-specialist’s core 
business, are they more likely to address literacy instruction in their own classroom 
from a fellow faculty member, than from an ‘English teacher’ whose job is literacy? 
What changes could be made to empower staff to take ownership of their literacy 
pedagogy practice?  
Penny saw the “real(ly) huge benefits” (to use Penny’s words) in structured 
PD that provides a range of options. She argued this would help to avoid “making the 
skilled people feel unvalued or making people who don’t have time or energy or the 
skill yet feel inferior or unable”. Thus, changes to the professional development, with 
increased differentiation and program flexibility, more staff encouragement and 
greater acknowledgement of teachers’ professionalism and expertise, will be integral 
to building Sunnydale’s literacy program.  
6.5.4 Literacy policy reform, interpretation and enactment. This study has 
relevance beyond the staff and students at Sunnydale, by also helping to inform the 
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practices of classroom teachers, literacy educators, school administrators and policy-
makers in the field of education more broadly. The point is that policy-makers can 
learn from whole school studies to see what is really going on or not, beyond reform 
rhetoric. Often research has been too focused on ‘how well’ policy reform is 
implemented, neglecting exactly ‘how’ enactment is done in context. My study has 
implications for those beyond the classroom as I have demonstrated how teachers, 
such as my colleagues, are involved in making these interpretations. My particular 
focus here on practitioner inquiry identified teachers’ own understandings and self-
reported experiences. Any work that identifies and explores the realities of what 
literacy pedagogy and literacy policy enactment is like on the ‘frontline’ shows how 
“sophisticated, contingent, complex and unstable” (Ball, 1994, pp. 10-11) and messy 
the process is.  
Translating text into action, of interpreting policy and putting it ‘into’ 
practice is what teachers do every day.  More needs to be done to illuminate the 
importance of such research into literacy practice by practitioners themselves. To do 
this, Cochran-Smith and Lytle (2009a) promote their inquiry as stance as a powerful 
constructive notion that recognises “the collective intellectual capacity of 
practitioners and joins with other arguments in favour of repositioning practitioners 
and practitioners’ collective knowledge at the center of educational transformation ” 
(p. 124) . 
The implications of my findings can contribute to further empowering 
teachers and practitioners themselves to take on this mantel and “reconfigure 
relationships inside and outside schools… as the knowledge needed for teachers to 
teach well and to enhance students’ learning opportunities and life changes could not 
be generated solely by researchers who were centrally positioned outside of schools 
and classrooms and imported for implementation and use inside schools” (Cochran-
Smith & Lytle, 2009a, p. vii).  
6.6 Limitations  
While the project has relevance beyond the implications for myself, the 
Literacy Committee and staff of Sunnydale State College, there were limitations to 
my study. This case study was limited in that it explored the reported experiences of 
a group of teachers in one P-12 metropolitan school. Out of the approximate 150 
teaching staff of Sunnydale, 37 responded to the whole staff survey. With a study of 
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this nature, it was not imperative to seek out a higher response rate, as the value of 
practitioner inquiry lies in the exploration of one’s own practice, within one’s own 
institution. What remains concerning is that the data represented roughly 25% of 
teachers in the College, so what is not known at this stage is how the remaining 75% 
of staff felt about the literacy program at Sunnydale. This is further reason to 
continue vigorous conversation at Sunnydale in order to gain further insights into 
what more of the teaching staff think about literacy and literacy teaching. 
Also, with only three respondents from the Junior School, a limitation of this 
study was under-representation from the Junior School, with only 3 survey 
respondents and one music specialist JS teacher involved in the interviews. However, 
ethically, I could only invite teaches to participate; their willingness or otherwise to 
participate was beyond my control. An implication of this for future research and 
practice is to obtain a greater response from staff across all three sub-schools. I 
highly recommend that a systematic action research project be conducted in the 
College or another survey-based case study be conducted with a wider scope, by the 
Literacy Committee and other interested teachers, to explore the understandings and 
experiences of other staff.  
As I stated earlier, the qualitative researcher can be compared to a ‘bricoleur’ 
or ‘quilt maker’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003, p. 5), and I state here again that 
ultimately, the inevitable partial nature of qualitative research must be 
acknowledged. No researcher can possibly ‘know’ it all, and I have presented here 
only my particular interpretation of the data that I was able to collect and analyse in a 
given time frame, having brought my own discursive knowledges, understandings 
and experiences to my research practice. 
 I have attempted to address the ethical concerns of my multiple roles adopted 
in this study – including participant, Strategic Committee Chair and researcher – but 
they remain problematic. It is possible considering my own positionality as 
practitioner inquirer, that this influenced the data generation, despite the measures 
put in place to reduce this limitation. For example, the use of multiple data sets, the 
application of CDA and the researcher’s journal helped to provide data triangulation 
and reflexivity, but such a limitation will always exist in practitioner inquiry.  
Finally, as I mentioned early in Chapter 1, the issue of ‘development’ 
presented itself problematically very early on as a silence in my study, becoming one 
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of the fundamental points that remained un-problematised and unexplored here. As 
such it was a key limitation of the study. While there were initial hopes in the early 
development of the whole-school approach to literacy for it to be a ‘developmental 
model’ across P-12, ultimately, this was not so, as Sunnydale did not really know 
how to achieve this or what to do. That is why the question still remains for many 
schools like Sunnydale: What exactly is literacy development? What does it look 
like? This burning issue is soon to be confronted by the subsequent inclusion of a 
literacy continuum being adopted in the Australian Curriculum: General capability 
of Literacy. The Australian Curriculum Literacy Continuum is a resource to support 
teachers in all learning areas to develop and monitor students’ literacy abilities. The 
organisation of the continuum from Levels 1 to 6 incorporates the two overarching 
processes of comprehending texts through listening, reading and viewing, as well as 
composing texts through speaking, writing and creating (ACARA, 2015, online). 
Similarly, Education Queensland’s impending take up of New South Wales’ existing 
literacy continuum framework is one example of a way to address this gap in school 
practice. Such work emerging about literacy continuum frameworks soon to be 
introduced may or may not be the answer. Yet, in moving forward, there are clear 
implications for the Literacy Committee at Sunnydale for this to be immensely 
instructive, as it will become crucial for our school and others to investigate this 
notion more thoroughly.  
6.7 Future Directions and Conclusion 
Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s work (2009a) calls for a renegotiation of the 
boundaries of research and practice to “reconfigure relationships inside and outside 
schools” (p. vii), because: 
… a core part of the knowledge and expertise necessary for transforming 
practice and enhancing students’ learning resides in the questions, theories, 
and strategies generated collectively by practitioners themselves and in their 
joint interrogations of the knowledge, practices, and theories of others (p. 
124).  
My study has asked questions, and explored some of the theories and strategies 
generated by some of Sunnydale’s teachers. Combined, they represent a particular 
‘take’ on literacy at Sunnydale College. Due to the solo nature of higher degree 
research, what my study could not address was the joint interrogation of knowledge, 
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practice and theories of each other. I call upon my fellow teaching practitioners, at 
Sunnydale and beyond, to collectively interrogate the knowledge, practices and 
theories of literacy and literacy pedagogy now and into the future. 
Further research is highly recommended into teachers’ literacy pedagogy 
practice and experiences in response to literacy policy reform, especially in P-12 
school contexts where the promise of ‘good’ literacy outcomes is often assumed as 
the opportunity of the seamless continuity of learning could potentially exists in 
these contexts. I also suggest that other school Literacy Committees and PLCs 
explore the understandings and enactments of literacy policy reform in their own 
schools.  Conducting a number of such research projects, for example within the one 
education jurisdiction or across several, would also provide useful insights into how 
different schools enact literacy policy locally and the contextual reasons and factors 
that drive them.  
As Penny stated, “I think for a vital community and its citizens, if people are 
literate they are going to be involved [and] engaged with what’s happening around 
them” (2015). If we, as practitioners and researchers into literacy education, are to 
continue to inspire active, engaged and literate citizens of tomorrow, then we must 
continue to explore and understand what is going on in our schools today. We need 
to encourage teachers as professionals to share their own understandings and 
experiences, and support research (practitioner-based and otherwise) into what is 
happening on the frontline of literacy education, ensuring that literacy remains 
everyone’s business in ways that make sense to them.  
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Appendix B - Final Survey Participant Information Sheet, Consent Form and Data 
Report of Responses  
PLEASE NOTE: 
The survey design and some of the survey questions have been informed by the work of 
Alford (2015); Commeyras & DeGroff (1998); NSW DET, (2014); and Nielsen, Barry, & 
Staab (2006). 
 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Survey Questionnaire – 
IS LITERACY EVERYONE’S BUSINESS? 
 A CASE STUDY EXPLORING TEACHERS’ EXPERIENCES IN ENACTING A WHOLE-SCHOOL 
P-12 COMMON LANGUAGE APPROACH TO LITERACY  
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1500000288 
 
 
RESEARCH TEAM   
Principal Researcher: Lauren Hovelroud, Masters by research student,  
School of Cultural and Professional Learning, Faculty of Education,                                                              
Queensland University of Technology 
Associate Researchers:      Dr Jennifer Alford, Principal Supervisor, Queensland University of Technology; 
Professor Barbara Comber, Associate Supervisor/Mentor Supervisor, Queensland 
University of Technology. 
DESCRIPTION 
This project is being undertaken as part of a Masters study by Lauren Hovelroud, under the supervision of Dr 
Jennifer Alford and Professor Barbara Comber at QUT, exploring teachers’ experiences in enacting a whole-
school P-12 common language approach to literacy. 
 
The purpose of this project is to explore teachers’ understandings of literacy and their experiences in enacting 
a whole-school approach to literacy at this case study site. This case study has broader relevance in 
documenting one school’s attempt at creating and enacting a whole-school common language approach amidst 
current global concerns for literacy and literacy education worldwide. 
 
You are invited to participate in this project because you are a member of staff within this school and have 
experiences in enacting the whole-school language framework which is the focus of this study. 
 
PARTICIPATION 
Participation will involve completing a 60 item anonymous online questionnaire with short response and Likert 
scale answers (strongly agree – strongly disagree) that will take approximately 20 minutes of your time for 60 
items. Indicative survey questions include: 
 Do you agree or disagree that literacy is learning to read and write? 
 Do you agree or disagree that Literacy is every teacher’s responsibility. 
 Do you agree or disagree that literacy is the sole responsibility of English teachers and literacy 
specialists only? 
 Do you agree or disagree that I am confident in my knowledge about what literacy is? 
 Do you agree or disagree that I hold high expectations that all my students will succeed in literacy? 
 How often do you use the Literacy Strategic Committee’s “Placemat” to assist in your unit and lesson 
planning? 
 
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can omit 
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answering any question(s) you are uncomfortable answering. Your decision to participate or not 
participate will in no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT (for example 
your grades) or with the school or any staff at the school. If you do agree to participate you can 
withdraw from the project at any time without comment or penalty, without repercussion by not 
completing or submitting the survey response. However, as the questionnaire is anonymous once it 
has been submitted it will not be possible to withdraw that response. 
 
Following the completion of this survey, you will be invited to indicate your interest in participating 
further in an interview phase. You will be asked to follow up with an e-mail to the Principal 
Researcher to volunteer yourself for the interviews. 
 
It is important to note, that although this study is a part of practitioner inquiry, as Principal 
Researcher I am adopting the role of researcher, yet am also continuing my role as Chair of the 
Literacy Strategic Committee. These two roles are separate, and while it is hoped that my research 
will benefit the development of future literacy programs within the school, you should understand 
that you are under no compulsion to participate in the survey because you are involved in the 
school’s programs to improve literacy teaching and learning. My role as researcher is to conduct my 
study with integrity and in an ethical way. Should you have any concerns or should any potential 
inconvenience or discomfort arise, I have organised with [OMBUDSPERSON] that they take on the 
role of an Ombudsperson.  This provides you with an independent person to talk with if you feel you 
have issues or queries about my practice. 
 
EXPECTED BENEFITS 
It is expected that this project may benefit you through further guiding the development of literacy 
programs, strategies and skills across the College, and may inform the future direction of the Literacy 
Strategic Committee and its development of supporting resources and programs across the College. 
It may also benefit other schools in promoting whole-school literacy programs and practices. This 
study will also benefit me in extending my knowledge and understanding, and hopefully by making a 
contribution in the wider field of educational research with the publication of this study’s findings. 
 
RISKS 
There are minimal risks associated with filling in the survey. These include: 
 Inconvenience:  It takes time fill out a survey properly. The way this is minimised is by: using 
the 5 point Likert scale on the survey which makes it faster. You can do the survey at a time 
that suits you; and you will have 2-3 weeks to complete it. 
 Discomfort: Should you feel any discomfort in completing this survey, you are free to only 
respond to the questions you wish to answer, and leave out any that make you feel 
uncomfortable. Furthermore, in the case that you do you feel discomfort, you can debrief 
with the Ombudsperson (please see e-mail communication in regards to this for more 
information).  
 Worry about your responses being identifiable: Anonymity will be ensured as no names need 
to be provided on the survey. The demographic information you provide will not identify you 
individually. You can also choose to NOT respond to some questions. Any responses that 
might inadvertently identify you individually will not be used in the analysis or reporting.  
 
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
All comments and responses are anonymous and will be treated confidentially.  The names of 
individual persons are not required in any of the responses. 
 
Any data collected as part of this project will be stored securely as per QUT’s Management of research 
data policy. 
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Upon completion of this survey you will also be asked to indicate your consent as to whether you will 
allow survey data collected during this project (which will remain anonymous) to be used by the 
Principal Researcher in possible future research projects, presentations and publications. This will not 
occur without your consent. 
 
In the interests of informing the school’s processes, a summary of the findings from this research 
project will be provided to the school leadership team and school staff upon completion of the 
project. You will not be individually identified in this report. 
  
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
Submitting the completed online questionnaire is accepted as an indication of your written consent 
to participate in this project. You will be invited to nominate yourselves via e-mail to take part in the 
follow-up individual teacher interviews, in which case written consent will be obtained from you for 
your further participation. 
 
QUESTIONS / FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT 
If you have any questions or require further information please contact one of the research team 
members below. 
 
Lauren Hovelroud 
 (Masters research student) 
Dr Jennifer Alford  
(Principal academic supervisor) 
Phone: 3552 7321  Phone: 3138 3433  
Email: l.hovelroud@hdr.qut.edu.au Email: jh.alford@qut.edu.au 
 
CONCERNS / COMPLAINTS REGARDING THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  However, if you 
do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you may contact the 
QUT Research Ethics Unit on 07 3138 5123 or email ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT Research 
Ethics Unit is not connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern 
in an impartial manner. 
 
Thank you for helping with this research project.  Please keep this sheet for your 
information. 
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PLEASE NOTE: 
This first page is indicative of the online formatting and presentation of the survey 
questionnaire and report of findings.  
The following pages of survey questions and data are represented without the associated 
formatting.  
 
This survey report does not include the comment responses to the open-ended survey 
questions. 
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PART A: Understandings and COMMITMENTS 
For each of the items in this survey, please place a tick in the box of the response that comes closest to the way you think. 
Please only tick one box as your response to each numbered question. 
 
Teacher Understandings of Literacy 
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
 
Strongl
y Agree 
Agre
e 
Disagre
e 
Strongly 
Disagre
e 
Don't 
Kno
w   
Respons
e total  
1. Literacy is 
learning to 
communicate 
effectively. 
70.27% 
(26) 
29.73% 
(11) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
2. Literacy is 
learning to 
read and 
write. 
43.24% 
(16) 
48.65% 
(18) 
5.41% 
(2) 
2.7% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
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3. Literacy is a 
set of skills to 
be acquired. 
61.11% 
(22) 
36.11% 
(13) 
2.78% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
4. Literacy is a 
collaborative 
social practice 
of meaning 
making and 
construction. 
62.16% 
(23) 
24.32% 
(9) 
2.7% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
10.81% 
(4) 
 
37 
5. There is no 
such thing as 
a single 
literacy, but 
multiple 
literacies (e.g. 
such as digital 
literacy, 
science 
literacy etc.). 
67.57% 
(25) 
27.03% 
(10) 
2.7% 
(1) 
2.7% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
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6. Literacy is 
empowering. 
83.78% 
(31) 
13.51% 
(5) 
0% 
(0) 
2.7% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
7. Literacy is 
not part of my 
job. 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
11.11% 
(4) 
86.11% 
(31) 
2.78% 
(1) 
 
36 
8. Literacy is 
the sole 
responsibility 
of English 
teachers and 
literacy 
specialists 
only. 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
18.92% 
(7) 
78.38% 
(29) 
2.7% 
(1) 
 
37 
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9. Literacy is 
the sole 
responsibility 
of 
primary/Junior 
school 
teachers only. 
0% 
(0) 
2.7% 
(1) 
13.51% 
(5) 
81.08% 
(30) 
2.7% 
(1) 
 
37 
10. Literacy is 
every 
teacher’s 
responsibility. 
76.47% 
(26) 
23.53% 
(8) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
34 
11. I am 
responsible for 
my students’ 
literacy skill 
development. 
56.76% 
(21) 
40.54% 
(15) 
2.7% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
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12. I am 
confident in 
my own 
understanding
s of literacy in 
general. 
48.65% 
(18) 
48.65% 
(18) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
2.7% 
(1) 
 
37 
13. I have a 
deep 
understanding 
of the literacy 
requirements 
of the National 
Curriculum 
Prep to Year 
10. 
21.62% 
(8) 
48.65% 
(18) 
24.32% 
(9) 
0% 
(0) 
5.41% 
(2) 
 
37 
14. I have a 
deep 
understanding 
of the Whole-
School 
Common 
Language 
Approach to 
Literacy at the 
College. 
32.43% 
(12) 
51.35% 
(19) 
13.51% 
(5) 
2.7% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
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  
 Statistics based on 37 respondents; 
Teacher Confidence and Commitments to Literacy 
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
 
Strongl
y Agree 
Agre
e 
Disagre
e 
Strongly 
Disagre
e 
Don't 
Kno
w   
Respons
e total  
15. I am 
confident in 
my own 
level of 
literacy 
skills and 
proficiency. 
55.56% 
(20) 
41.67% 
(15) 
2.78% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
16. I am 
confident in 
my 
knowledge 
about what 
literacy is. 
47.22% 
(17) 
50% 
(18) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
2.78% 
(1) 
 
36 
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17. I am 
confident in 
my own 
literacy 
teaching 
practices. 
36.11% 
(13) 
58.33% 
(21) 
2.78% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
2.78% 
(1) 
 
36 
18. I am 
confident in 
planning for 
and 
teaching 
literacy in 
most of my 
classes. 
44.44% 
(16) 
50% 
(18) 
5.56% 
(2) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
19. I hold 
high 
expectation
s that all 
my students 
will succeed 
in literacy. 
50% 
(18) 
47.22% 
(17) 
2.78% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
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20. I am 
committed 
to 
improving 
and 
furthering 
the literacy 
practices, 
proficiency 
and skills of 
my 
students. 
62.86% 
(22) 
37.14% 
(13) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
35 
21. I am 
committed 
to 
improving 
and 
furthering 
my own 
literacy 
pedagogical 
practices. 
58.33% 
(21) 
38.89% 
(14) 
2.78% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
22. I am 
committed 
to 
improving 
and 
furthering 
the literacy 
pedagogical 
practices 
across our 
whole 
College. 
55.56% 
(20) 
41.67% 
(15) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
2.78% 
(1) 
 
36 
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  
 Statistics based on 36 respondents; 
Influences on Understandings of Literacy 
My understandings of Literacy have been strongly influenced by (tick any that apply): 
 
Strongl
y Agree 
Agre
e 
Disagre
e 
Strongl
y 
Disagre
e 
Don't 
Kno
w   
Respons
e total  
23. Secondary 
school study. 
27.78% 
(10) 
58.33% 
(21) 
11.11% 
(4) 
0% 
(0) 
2.78% 
(1) 
 
36 
24. Tertiary 
(undergraduate
) study. 
38.89% 
(14) 
47.22% 
(17) 
11.11% 
(4) 
2.78% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
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25. Tertiary 
(postgraduate) 
study. 
18.18% 
(6) 
48.49% 
(16) 
9.09% 
(3) 
6.06% 
(2) 
18.18% 
(6) 
 
33 
26. My 
colleagues. 
47.22% 
(17) 
41.67% 
(15) 
8.33% 
(3) 
2.78% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
27. The 
Literacy 
Strategic 
Committee. 
30.56% 
(11) 
55.56% 
(20) 
11.11% 
(4) 
0% 
(0) 
2.78% 
(1) 
 
36 
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28. My own 
professional 
reading. 
33.33% 
(12) 
55.56% 
(20) 
11.11% 
(4) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
29. 
Professional 
development 
that was 
mandated by 
the school. 
21.62% 
(8) 
51.35% 
(19) 
18.92% 
(7) 
2.7% 
(1) 
5.41% 
(2) 
 
37 
30. 
Professional 
development 
that I 
volunteered to 
attend. 
22.22% 
(8) 
55.56% 
(20) 
5.56% 
(2) 
2.78% 
(1) 
13.89% 
(5) 
 
36 
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31. Curriculum 
policies and 
documents 
(e.g. ACARA 
and Australian 
Curriculum 
resources). 
19.44% 
(7) 
58.33% 
(21) 
13.89% 
(5) 
2.78% 
(1) 
5.56% 
(2) 
 
36 
32. Not 
applicable 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
5.88% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
94.12% 
(16) 
 
17 
 
  
 Statistics based on 37 respondents; 
PART B: EXPERIENCES 
For each of the items in this survey, please place a tick in the box of the response that comes closest to the way you think. 
Please only tick one box as your response per numbered question. 
Teacher Experiences with the Literacy Framework  
My experiences in enacting the Whole-School Common Language Approach to Literacy have been influenced by: 
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Strongl
y Agree 
Agre
e 
Disagre
e 
Strongly 
Disagre
e 
Don't 
Kno
w   
Respons
e total  
33. 
Members of 
the Literacy 
Strategic 
Committee. 
50% 
(18) 
47.22% 
(17) 
2.78% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
36 
34. English 
and literacy 
specialist 
colleagues. 
37.84% 
(14) 
43.24% 
(16) 
16.22% 
(6) 
2.7% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
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35. Other 
teaching 
colleagues 
in general. 
24.32% 
(9) 
59.46% 
(22) 
13.51% 
(5) 
2.7% 
(1) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
36. Training 
and 
professional 
developmen
t led by the 
Committee. 
27.03% 
(10) 
59.46% 
(22) 
5.41% 
(2) 
2.7% 
(1) 
5.41% 
(2) 
 
37 
37. Training 
and 
professional 
developmen
t led by 
colleagues, 
such as 
one-on-one 
support. 
27.03% 
(10) 
37.84% 
(14) 
27.03% 
(10) 
2.7% 
(1) 
5.41% 
(2) 
 
37 
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38. Support 
from the 
Committee’s 
resources, 
accessed on 
the school 
network. 
29.73% 
(11) 
48.65% 
(18) 
21.62% 
(8) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
39. Support 
from the 
Literacy 
Strategic 
Committee’s 
Placemat, 
accessed by 
the 
document 
and 
associated 
hyperlinks. 
21.62% 
(8) 
56.76% 
(21) 
21.62% 
(8) 
0% 
(0) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
 
  
 Statistics based on 37 respondents; 
Teacher Experiences with Framework Enactment 
How often do you think you are you able to do the following: 
 
Never Seldom Frequently 
Very 
Frequently   
Response 
total  
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40. Use the 
Literacy 
Strategic 
Committee’s 
“Placemat” to 
assist in your 
unit and lesson 
planning. 
8.11% 
(3) 
40.54% 
(15) 
48.65% 
(18) 
2.7% 
(1) 
 
37 
41. Use the 
Literacy 
Strategic 
Committee’s 
“Placemat” to 
assist in your 
assessment 
planning and 
design. 
16.22% 
(6) 
43.24% 
(16) 
40.54% 
(15) 
0% 
(0) 
 
37 
42. Use the 
Literacy 
Strategic 
Committee’s 
“Placemat” to 
locate relevant 
and useful 
classroom 
resources and 
activities. 
18.92% 
(7) 
32.43% 
(12) 
40.54% 
(15) 
8.11% 
(3) 
 
37 
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43. Use the 
Literacy 
Strategic 
Committee’s 
“Placemat” to 
assist in 
planning for 
student 
support and 
differentiation. 
8.11% 
(3) 
45.95% 
(17) 
43.24% 
(16) 
2.7% 
(1) 
 
37 
44. Use in your 
practice explicit 
spelling skills 
and strategies. 
13.51% 
(5) 
29.73% 
(11) 
43.24% 
(16) 
13.51% 
(5) 
 
37 
45. Use in your 
practice the 
“Editing and 
proofreading 
marking 
manual”*. 
18.92% 
(7) 
37.84% 
(14) 
35.14% 
(13) 
8.11% 
(3) 
 
37 
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46. Use in your 
practice the 
“PEEL 
templates”* 
and associated 
resources (this 
may also 
include the 
TEXAS strategy 
variation). 
0% 
(0) 
21.62% 
(8) 
24.32% 
(9) 
54.05% 
(20) 
 
37 
47. Use in your 
practice the 
“Literacy 
Planning 
template”* . 
13.51% 
(5) 
21.62% 
(8) 
48.65% 
(18) 
16.22% 
(6) 
 
37 
48. Use in your 
practice the 
“QAR 
comprehension 
framework, 
templates”* 
and associated 
resources. 
13.51% 
(5) 
35.14% 
(13) 
29.73% 
(11) 
21.62% 
(8) 
 
37 
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  
* Indicates resources linked to the Literacy Strategic Committee’s “Placemat”, including documents, templates and 
activities specifically designed for use across the College. 
Teacher Experiences with Classroom Literacy Practice 
How often are you able to do the following: 
 
Never Seldom Frequently 
Very 
Frequently GRAPH  
Response 
total  
49. Use explicit 
metalanguage and this 
“common language” in 
my classroom teaching. 
0% 
(0) 
13.51% 
(5) 
59.46% 
(22) 
27.03% 
(10) 
 
37 
50. Give explicit 
feedback to my students 
about what they are 
doing well and how to 
improve their literacy 
skills. 
0% 
(0) 
10.81% 
(4) 
54.05% 
(20) 
35.14% 
(13) 
 
37 
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51. Include a range of 
strategies to explicitly 
address students’ 
literacy needs. 
0% 
(0) 
18.92% 
(7) 
43.24% 
(16) 
37.84% 
(14) 
 
37 
52. Involve children in 
talking, listening, reading 
and writing activities 
when I teach literacy. 
0% 
(0) 
2.7% 
(1) 
54.05% 
(20) 
43.24% 
(16) 
 
37 
53. Check for students’ 
understanding of the 
texts I use, including 
vocabulary and 
metalanguage. 
0% 
(0) 
5.41% 
(2) 
48.65% 
(18) 
45.95% 
(17) 
 
37 
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54. Explicitly teach 
students how to 
comprehend texts. 
0% 
(0) 
13.89% 
(5) 
52.78% 
(19) 
33.33% 
(12) 
 
36 
55. Teach the purpose, 
structure and 
grammatical features of 
the literacy 
tasks/activities I give to 
students. 
0% 
(0) 
19.44% 
(7) 
38.89% 
(14) 
41.67% 
(15) 
 
36 
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PART C: YOUR COMMENTS 
Please respond to the following questions in the spaces provided 
below. 
1. What successes, if any, have you had in enacting the Whole-School Common 
Language Approach to literacy in your classroom? Make sure to mention any of the 
strategies, resources or support measures put in place by the Literacy Committee or 
otherwise, that have helped or contributed to this success. 
 
2. What challenges or barriers have you faced in enacting this Common Language 
Approach and related literacy strategies in your teaching? Please give some 
examples if relevant. Your responses to questions 41–56 above may assist here. 
 
3. What do you believe are the limitations of the current Common Language Approach 
and literacy framework?  
 
4. What changes would you like to see in the literacy framework, how the approach is 
enacted or in the resources made available to you as teaching staff of the College? 
Please include any suggestions or ideas here for further improvements or alternatives 
that would further assist in your literacy classroom practices. 
 
 
PART D: FINAL COMMENTS 
Thank you for your participation in this important research project. Your anonymous 
responses will be invaluable in learning more about staff understandings of literacy 
and experiences in enacting the Whole-School Common Language Approach to 
literacy in this College. Should you have further comments about this study, please 
feel free to write these in the space provided below. 
 
 
PART E: Interest in participating in follow-up interviews 
The second phase of this study involves interviewing 4 - 6 staff 
members to gain deeper insights into the teaching of literacy in this 
College. 
 Please indicate your interest by following up with an e-mail to me at the 
address below to indicate your interest. 
 E-mail address: l.hovelroud@hdr.qut.edu.au 
 
PART F: Consent for future use of data 
Please also indicate your consent below (by ticking the box) if you allow survey data 
in this project to be used in potential future research: 
YES, I consent to allow survey data collected during this project (which remains 
anonymous) to be used by the Principal researcher in possible future research 
projects, presentations and publications.  
NO, I do not consent to allow survey data collected during this project (which 
remains anonymous) to be used by the Principal researcher in possible future 
research projects, presentations and publications.  
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Appendix C - Final Teacher Interview Participant Information Sheet, Consent 
Form and Researcher’s Copy of Questions and Prompts 
 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Interview – 
IS LITERACY EVERYONE’S BUSINESS? 
 A CASE STUDY EXPLORING TEACHERS’ EXPERIENCES IN ENACTING A WHOLE-SCHOOL 
P-12 COMMON LANGUAGE APPROACH TO LITERACY  
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1500000288 
 
 
 
RESEARCH TEAM   
Principal Researcher: Lauren Hovelroud, Masters by research student,  
School of Cultural and Professional Learning, Faculty of 
Education,                                                              Queensland 
University of Technology 
Associate Researchers:      Dr Jennifer Alford, Principal Supervisor, Queensland 
University of Technology;  
 Professor Barbara Comber, Associate Supervisor/Mentor 
Supervisor, Queensland University of Technology. 
DESCRIPTION 
This project is being undertaken as part of a Masters study by Lauren Hovelroud, 
under the supervision of Dr Jennifer Alford and Professor Barbara Comber at QUT, 
exploring teachers’ experiences in enacting a whole-school P-12 common language 
approach to literacy. 
 
The purpose of this project is to explore teachers’ understandings of literacy and 
their experiences in enacting a whole-school approach to literacy at this case study 
site. This case study has broader relevance in documenting one school’s attempt at 
creating and enacting a whole-school common language approach amidst current 
global concerns for literacy education worldwide. 
 
You are invited to participate in this project because you are a member of staff 
within this school and have experiences in enacting the whole-school language 
framework, which is the focus of this study. You have been invited to participate in 
the interviews because you have indicated your interest in taking part in the survey 
and have volunteered yourself via e-mail to the Principal researcher. You must 
provide written consent before your interview can be conducted.  
 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation will involve an audio recorded interview at the N-block meeting room or 
other agreed location that will take approximately 60 minutes of your time. The interview will 
include questions such as:  
 What do understand by the term “literacy”? 
 How do you see the role of the Literacy Strategic Committee in the College? How 
important do you think it is?  
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 What does the Whole-School Common Language Approach to Literacy involve for you? 
What does it involve for your learners? 
 What do you think are the most helpful aspects of the whole-school literacy framework?  
 What are its limitations? 
  
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you do agree to participate you can 
withdraw from the project without comment or penalty. Your decision to participate or not 
participate will in no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT (for example 
your grades) or with the school or any staff at the school. If you do agree to participate you can 
withdraw from the project at any time during the study. To do this either complete and return the 
withdrawal request form (see attached), or let me know. You may also wish to seek the advice from 
[staff member’s name] who has agreed to act as an Ombudsperson and who is available to you to 
provide advice or support through the process. If you withdraw within one week of the interview 
being recorded it will be possible to destroy your data. After that the analysis will have begun and 
this might make it difficult to destroy the data, however you should feel free to discuss this with me 
or with [Ombudsperson] at any time. 
 
It is important to note, that although this study is a part of practitioner inquiry, as Principal 
Researcher I am adopting the role of researcher, yet am also continuing my role as Chair of the 
Literacy Strategic Committee. These two roles are separate, and while it is hoped that my research 
will benefit the development of future literacy programs within the school, you should understand 
that you are under no compulsion to participate in the survey because you are involved in the 
school’s programs to improve literacy teaching and learning. My role as researcher is to conduct my 
study with integrity and in an ethical way. Should you have any concerns or should any potential 
inconvenience or discomfort arise, I have organised with [Ombudsperson] that they take on the role 
of an Ombudsperson.  This provides you with an independent person to talk with if you feel you have 
issues or queries about my practice. 
 
EXPECTED BENEFITS 
It is expected that this project may benefit you through further guiding the development of literacy 
programs, strategies and skills across the College. This research project may inform the future 
direction of the Literacy Strategic Committee and its development of supporting resources and 
programs across the College. It may also benefit other schools in promoting whole-school literacy 
programs and practices. This study will also benefit me by extending my knowledge and 
understanding, and hopefully by making a contribution in the wider field of educational research 
with the publication of this study’s findings. 
 
 
RISKS 
There are potential yet minimal risks associated with participating in the interview. These include: 
 Inconvenience:  There is potential for inconvenience for time lost in participating in the 
research. Inconvenience regarding the interviews will be minimised by only conducting one 
interview per participant, of up to 60 minutes duration only. This will be carried out at a 
time and place within the College that is practical and convenient for you and will be 
arranged for each individual participant so as to be as convenient as possible.   
 Discomfort: There may be potential discomfort which could arise during the interview 
process, but will be minimised through various processes put in place (as follows). 
Participation is completely voluntary, so should you feel any unsettlement or discomfort, 
know you are free not to participate, and that participation may be terminated at any time 
by you without repercussion. Also, sensitivity has been factored into the design of the 
questions, and it is emphasised the project is not focussed on checking if staff are enacting 
the whole-school common language approach to literacy in some ‘idealised form’, but 
rather to explore what is happening ‘on the ground’ and why this might be the case. 
Furthermore, a respected senior member of staff will be made available to act as an 
Ombudsman to whom participants can go to discuss any issues they have during their 
participation in the interviews. [Ombudsperson] has agreed to take up this role, and will be 
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asked to sign a confidentiality statement to keep all discussions in confidence. 
 Potential identification: Confidentiality will be ensured as all participants will be de-
identified in the transcription process and provided with pseudonyms. Also, you can choose 
to NOT respond to questions if you wish, and withdraw without any consequences at any 
time during the interview. Any responses that might identify you individually will not be 
used in the analysis or reporting.  
 
 
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
All comments and responses will be treated confidentially. The names of individual persons are not 
required in any of the responses. As this project involves audio recording, as a participant you will 
have the opportunity to verify your comments and responses prior to final inclusion. The audio 
recording will be destroyed at the conclusion of the project after the contents have been transcribed 
by the researcher. Only the researcher and supervisors of the project will have access to the audio 
recording to maintain confidentiality. 
 
As part of providing consent, you will also be asked to indicate your consent to 
allow de-identified interview data collected during this project to be used by the 
Principal Researcher in possible future research projects, beyond the use for 
presentations and publications which result from this study. This will not occur 
without your consent. 
 
 In the interests of informing the school’s processes, a summary of the findings from 
this research project will be provided to the school leadership team and school staff 
upon completion of the project. You will not be individually identified in this report. 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your agreement to 
participate. 
 
 
QUESTIONS / FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT 
If you have any questions or require further information please contact one of the research team 
members below. 
 
Lauren Hovelroud 
 (Masters research student) 
Dr Jennifer Alford  
(Principal academic supervisor) 
Phone: 3552 7321  Phone: 3138 3433  
Email: l.hovelroud@hdr.qut.edu.au Email: jh.alford@qut.edu.au 
 
 
CONCERNS / COMPLAINTS REGARDING THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  However, if you 
do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you may contact the 
QUT Research Ethics Unit on 07 3138 5123 or email ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT Research 
Ethics Unit is not connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern 
in an impartial manner. 
 
 
Thank you for helping with this research project.  Please keep this sheet for your 
information. 
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Interview – 
IS LITERACY EVERYONE’S BUSINESS? 
 A CASE STUDY EXPLORING TEACHERS’ EXPERIENCES IN ENACTING A WHOLE-SCHOOL 
P-12 COMMON LANGUAGE APPROACH TO LITERACY  
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1500000288 
 
 
RESEARCH TEAM   
Principal Researcher: Lauren Hovelroud, Masters by research student,  
School of Cultural and Professional Learning, Faculty of 
Education,                                                              Queensland 
University of Technology 
Associate Researchers:      Dr Jennifer Alford, Principal Supervisor, Queensland 
University of Technology;  
  
Professor Barbara Comber, Associate Supervisor/Mentor 
Supervisor, Queensland University of Technology. 
STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 Have read and understood the information document regarding this project. 
 Have had any questions answered to your satisfaction. 
 Understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research team. 
 Understand that you are free to withdraw at any time without comment or penalty. 
 Understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Unit on 07 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project. 
 Understand that the project will include an audio recording. 
 Agree to participate in the project. 
 
Name  
Signature  
Date  
 
 
Please also indicate your consent below (by ticking the box) if you wish for data in this 
project to be used in potential future research: 
 
 
 Yes, I consent to allow data collected during this project (in de-identified form) to 
be used by the Principal researcher in future research projects, presentations and 
publications. 
Please return this sheet to the investigator. 
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Interview – 
IS LITERACY EVERYONE’S BUSINESS? 
 A CASE STUDY EXPLORING TEACHERS’ EXPERIENCES IN ENACTING A WHOLE-SCHOOL 
P-12 COMMON LANGUAGE APPROACH TO LITERACY  
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1500000288 
 
 
SAMPLE INTERVIEW INTRODUCTION GUIDE:  
Good morning/afternoon. I would like to welcome you to our interview today. As you know, my 
role as principal researcher for this study is seeking to explore teachers’ experiences here at 
Sunnydale in enacting the whole-school P-12 common language approach to literacy. 
Thank you very much for volunteering and consenting to be involved in this important phase of 
the study. I must not that as part of this study, it is a practitioner-inquiry which means I am both 
a participant as a current teacher and colleague here at Sunnydale, but for the purposes of this 
interview my role as Principal researcher is separate from my current position of Chair of the 
Literacy Strategic Committee. Please feel open to discuss your experiences and understandings 
as it relates to Sunnydale’s whole-school approach to literacy. Any and all information that does 
arise which has no relevance to the study will remain confidential and will not be discussed 
further beyond the interview process, nor will it be included in the published data or analysis. 
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. I want to remind you that you can 
withdraw from the project without comment or penalty or any form of repercussions that will in 
no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT or with Education 
Queensland. If you do agree to withdraw from the project at any time during the study, you 
must complete and return the withdrawal request form (that I am giving you a copy of). Before 
today or indeed after our interview session, should you wish to seek out myself for more 
information or if you have any questions, please do so with the QUT e-mail address which I have 
provided to you, and I also encourage you to seek the advice from the staff member appointed 
as ombudsman with this process – especially if you feel any inconvenience or discomfort during 
this project. 
Today’s interview will involve a series of questions that I will also be making an audio recording 
of. This will later be transcribed by myself before being destroyed, and you will be de-
indentified through being given a pseudonym to retain your confidentiality.  
If you do not wish to respond to any question that you are asked today, please feel free to 
indicate so, and if you would like to take a break during this session, please also feel free.  
Today I am interested in learning more about teachers, like yourself, and your self-reported 
successes, challenges and your views on the limitations of the whole-school common language 
approach to literacy and I would like to know more about the current ability or capacity to 
commit to the literacy framework – as in having the knowledge, skills, time and power to enact 
this program. So feel free to speak openly and share your thoughts on this today. 
Did you have any questions or anything that I can clarify for you before we begin? 
Let’s start… 
 
INDICATIVE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS:  
 I would like to know more about what successes you have had in enacting the 
Whole-School Common Language Approach to literacy in your classroom?  
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 Could you think of any strategies, resources or support measures that are put in 
place by the Literacy Committee that have helped or contributed to this success? 
 Can you tell me what challenges or barriers you have faced in enacting this 
Common Language Approach? Can you think of some examples in relation to your 
own literacy strategies in your teaching? 
 What do you believe have been the limitations of this approach and literacy 
framework, and why?  
 I’m interested in exploring what changes you would like to see in the literacy 
framework. What would you like to see changed in how the support resources are 
made available to you? Could you tell me about any suggestions or ideas that you 
have for further improvements or alternatives that would further assist in your own 
literacy classroom practices?   
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TEACHER INTERVIEWS 
LITERACY IS EVERYONE’S BUSINESS: 
 A CASE STUDY EXPLORING TEACHERS’ EXPERIENCES IN ENACTING A 
WHOLE-SCHOOL P-12 COMMON LANGUAGE APPROACH TO LITERACY  
 
 
TEACHER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS & PROMPTS – 
RESEARCHER’S COPY ONLY 
 
Understandings and Commitments to Literacy 
 What is literacy? 
 How does literacy differ from language and literature? 
 What are some things you have come to believe about students’ literacy 
development? 
 What are some other beliefs that teachers or yourself might hold about 
students’ literacy development? 
 What are some things you have come to believe about your own literacy 
teaching ability and the development of your classroom literacy teaching 
practices? 
 What are some things you believe about explicit literacy instruction? 
 Which students do you think will succeed in their literacy skills and why? 
 How would you describe the goals of literacy in the College? 
 Where did you get your understandings of literacy from?  
 
 What is the role of the Literacy Strategic Committee in the College? Do you 
think it is important? Why/why not? 
 What is the Committee’s Whole-School Common Language Approach to 
Literacy? 
 Why it is important to have one? 
 What role do the supporting resources and documentation (eg. the Literacy 
placemat) play in your understanding of literacy?  
 What do you think teachers need to be aware of when using this Common 
Language Approach to literacy with their students? What do you need to be 
aware of, do you think? 
 
 How do you feel when teaching literacy? 
 Are you confident in your own understandings of literacy? In your 
professional ability to explicitly teach literacy? What about your ability to 
teach the literacy demands of your KLAs? 
 
 What kinds of things influence your understandings of what is literacy? 
 What kinds of things influence your understandings of literacy instruction 
and teaching literacy in your classroom? 
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 How interested and committed are you to improving your own literacy 
pedagogical practices? Why? 
 How interested and committed are you to improving the literacy proficiency 
and practices of your own students? Why? 
 How interested and committed are you to improving the literacy teaching 
practices of your colleagues and the whole College? Why? 
 How committed are you to enacting the Whole-School Common Language 
Approach to Literacy? 
 
 
Experiences in Enacting the Whole-School Approach to Literacy 
 What does the Whole-School Common Language Approach to Literacy 
involve for you? What does it involve for your learners? 
 What kind of professional knowledge do teachers need to explicitly teach 
literacy to every student across all disciplines and year level areas? 
 How would you describe the Literacy Strategic Committee’s common 
language approach to literacy?  (Paraphrase: If you were going to explain the 
Literacy Strategic Committee’s common language approach to literacy to a 
teacher at another school, what would you say?) 
 
 What are your overall impressions of the whole-school approach to literacy? 
 What do you think are the most helpful aspects of the whole-school literacy 
framework? 
 What are the least helpful aspects of the whole-school literacy framework? 
 How do you plan for, use and enact the literacy strategies and use the 
related resources created by the Literacy Committee in your own everyday 
literacy classroom practices? 
 How have you adopted or developed your own metalanguage (language to 
talk about language) since the establishment of the whole-school common 
language approach to literacy? 
 
 Describe how you typically teach a class using these literacy strategies? 
 Let’s discuss one of your lesson plans or unit plans. What are the explicit 
literacy components in the lesson or unit? How do you see these reflecting 
the strategic literacy goals of the College? What does it involve for you? 
What does it involve for your learners? 
 How do your students respond to explicit literacy teaching and learning in 
class? Why? [Draw out comments on particular students and examples].  
 In what ways did others affect your participation in using selected literacy 
strategies in your classroom? 
 What are other issues which affect your participation in using selected 
literacy strategies in your classroom? 
 What successes, challenges and limitations exist in the enactment of the 
whole-school common language approach to literacy? 
 
 Is there anything else you wish to add or comment on? 
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Appendix D - Sunnydale P-12 Curriculum Framework – Data Synthesis and 
Mapping (July, 2015) 
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This section is magnified and expanded upon on the next page as a sample of the data synthesis and mapping.  
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JUNIOR SCHOOL 
K
LA
  
TE
R
M
S 
Prep Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
EN
G
LI
SH
 
1 
· Literacy 
Template 
· Common 
Language 
Support 
Booklet 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template ** 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Reading Program 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· PEEL 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons for 
Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons for 
Spelling 
2 
· Literacy 
Template 
· Common 
Language 
Support 
Booklet 
· QAR 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template ** 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Reading Program 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· PEEL 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons for 
Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
** When points are repeated in the same 
boxes, multiple units take place during one 
term         
 [SEE INDICATIVE EXAMPLE BELOW] 
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Weapons for Spelling · PEEL 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Reading Program 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons for 
Spelling 
3 
· Literacy 
Template 
· Common 
Language 
Support 
Booklet 
· QAR 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Reading Program 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Reading Program 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons for 
Spelling 
· College Referencing 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons for 
Spelling 
· College Referencing 
4 
· Literacy 
Template 
· Common 
Language 
Support 
Booklet 
· QAR 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· PEEL 
Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· Reading program 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & 
Weapons for Spelling 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons 
for Spelling 
· College Referencing 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language 
Support Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ  
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
· Spelling HQ & Weapons for 
Spelling 
· College Referencing 
· Literacy Template 
· Common Language Support 
Booklet 
· PEEL 
· QAR 
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Appendix E – Table of themes and codes identified across the data 
 
Themes and sub-themes Codes Major themes as reported in findings 
Teacher Self-Reported Knowledge and Understandings (of Literacy and the Literacy program) 
Literacy as everyone’s business KNOW Lit all bus - Literacy IS (or at least should be) everyone’s 
business. 
Literacy (singular) KNOW Lit one - Uncertainty and disagreement over what literacy and 
literacy teaching is Literacies (plural)/Multiliteracies KNOW Lit many 
Literacy as a skills-set KNOW Lit skills 
Literacy as competency KNOW Lit comp 
Literacy as empowering KNOW Lit empow 
Literacy as a priority KNOW Lit priority - Agreed prioritisation of literacy at Sunnydale 
Knowledge and understanding of literature KNOW Und literature - Defining and differentiating between literacy, 
language and literature Knowledge and understanding of language KNOW Und lang 
Knowledge and understanding of a common 
language/metalanguage 
KNOW comm lang - Defining what is a common language/metalanguage 
Teacher Self-Reported Influences on Understandings of Literacy and the Literacy program 
Colleagues INFLU coll - The range of influences on understandings of literacy 
and the literacy program 
 
 
 
 
 
Self INFLU self 
University/tertiary study INFLU uni 
Secondary study INFLU sec 
Personal experience INFLU own exp 
Curriculum and policy INFLU curric 
School-led professional development and 
program delivery 
INFLU school PD - The role of professional development and initial 
program delivery 
Understanding of the program as bottom-up/top-
down 
UND up-down - The misconception of the framework as organic, 
bottom-up and developmental 
 Understanding of the program as developmental UND developm 
Teacher Self-Reported Experiences – the Literacy Program Enactment  
What is enactment EXP enact - Defining enactment 
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Consistency EXP consist - The quest to achieve consistency 
Explicit literacy instruction EXP exp lit instr - The importance of ‘explicit’ literacy instruction 
Teacher Self-Reported Experiences of Practice - Successes (agreements)  
Set of literacy skills/skills development PRAC Succ skills Reported in part as Commonalities and Points of 
Agreement in the Data Foundational competency PRAC Succ found 
Staff support PRAC Succ supp 
Useful literacy strategies PRAC Succ strats 
Developing a common language/ metalanguage PRAC Succ comm lang 
Teacher-led PRAC Succ teach led 
Impact on school culture PRAC Succ school cult 
Adaptability PRAC Succ adapt 
Teacher Self-Reported Experiences of Practice - Challenges (disagreements, barriers, limitations) 
Time PRAC Chall time Reported in part as Contestations, Questions and 
Points of Disagreement in the Data, including: 
 
 
 
 
 
- Repetition, restriction and a formulaic response to 
subject specialists – The dangers of a one-size-fits-all 
approach 
 
 
Assessment PRAC Chall ass 
Curriculum demands PRAC Chall curric 
Discipline demands of KLA (and catering for 
subject specificity) 
PRAC Chall disc demd 
Demands of the profession PRAC Chall prof 
Repetition PRAC Chall rep 
Formulaic responses PRAC Chall form 
Over-saturation PRAC Chall over sat 
Need to address diversity and differentiation 
(need for flexibility and adaptability) 
PRAC Chall divers 
Restrictions (‘straitjackets’) PRAC Chall restrict - Infantilisation and straitjackets – The lack of 
acknowledgement of teachers’ professionalism and 
experience 
 
‘Infantilisation’ of staff and students PRAC Chall infant 
Acknowledging teacher professionalism PRAC Chall acknow prof 
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Questions over its feasibility (is it feasible, 
worthwhile, achievable, realistic?) 
PRAC Chall Qs - The whole-school P-12 Question: Is it even feasible, 
realistic, achievable or worthwhile? 
Teachers’ Personal and Professional Contexts 
Years teaching experience CONTXT tch exp While considering teachers’ own personal and 
professional contexts and that of the school is 
important, this became less of a focus for my study 
after more detailed data analysis, than it was in the 
beginning with my data collection.  
Personal/professional beliefs (not exactly 
literacy related) 
CONTXT belief 
Personal/professional passions CONTXT passion 
Sharing of personal/professional anecdotes and 
stories 
CONTXT anecd 
 
